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Introduction

1.1 This document draws together employment evidence and gives reasoning behind
the level of growth to be planning for and the economic strategy to achieve this. It also
updates the evidence in the Employment Land Review (ELR) that was published in
2010, identifying any areas of change, and reviewing the conclusions.

1.2 There have been a few significant changes since the publication of the ELR. The
National Planning Policy Framework was published in March 2012 and there have been
some potentially significant changes in local economic circumstances as well as the
national and global picture.

1.3 The Council appointed Experian to carry out an assessment of job growth to 2031.
The commission involved an assessment of business sectors, % of jobs in the B Use
Classes, clusters or networks of knowledge driven creative or high tech industries, the
rural economy and barriers and opportunities for growth. This work has helped to inform
this document and in the light of the conclusions from the Economic and Employment
Assessment 2012 the employment sites from the ELR 2010 have been revisited and
reassessed.

Things that have changed since the 2010 ELR

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

1.4 One of the major changes since the ELR was carried out is the change in policy
guidance at the National Level with the introduction of the National Planning Policy
Framework.

1.5 The National Planning Policy Framework now requires that Local Planning
Authority’s

e set out a clear economic vision and strategy for their area which positively and
proactively encourages sustainable economic growth;

e set criteria, or identify strategic sites, for local and inward investment to match
the strategy and to meet anticipated needs over the plan period;

e support existing business sectors, taking account of whether they are expanding
or contracting and, where possible, identify and plan for new or emerging sectors
likely to locate in their area. Policies should be flexible enough to accommodate
needs not anticipated in the plan and to allow a rapid response to changes in
economic circumstances;

e plan positively for the location, promotion and expansion of clusters or networks
of knowledge driven, creative or high technology industries;

o identify priority areas for economic regeneration, infrastructure provision and
environmental enhancement; and

o facilitate flexible working practices such as the integration of residential and
commercial uses within the same unit.
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1.6 The NPPF also has the following requirements in terms of the evidence base, and
Local Planning Authorities should assess:

e the needs for land or floorspace for economic development, including both the
guantitative and qualitative needs for all foreseeable types of economic activity
over the plan period, including for retail and leisure development;

e the existing and future supply of land available for economic development and its
sufficiency and suitability to meet the identified needs. Reviews of land available
for economic development should be undertaken at the same time as, or
combined with, Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments and should
include a reappraisal of the suitability of previously allocated land;

¢ the role and function of town centres and the relationship between them,
including any trends in the performance of centres;

e the capacity of existing centres to accommodate new town centre development;

¢ locations of deprivation which may benefit from planned remedial action; and

e the needs of the food production industry and any barriers to investment that
planning can resolve.

1.7 The 2010 Employment Land Review took an in depth look at the quantitative and
qualitative need for economic floorspace including a review of economic indicators,
existing employment space and its quality, the commercial property market of Thanet, a
review of business needs and an assessment of employment land requirements.

1.8 The changes in national policy along with changes in the economy since 2010
triggered the need to understand the latest forecasts in job growth, what the growth
sectors are for the District and the likely employment floorspace requirements. This
document revisits the ELR using this updated evidence along with other relevant
information.

1.9 The Council has also had a Town Centre Retail, Leisure, Tourism and Culture
Assessment carried out by Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners to understand the needs of
the non B use class uses. The assessment carried out a completely new household
telephone survey as well as in street surveys. In addition to purely retail uses the survey
assesses leisure, tourism uses and looks at the role and function of the town centres,
which further satisfies the requirements of the NPPF. The assessment was updated in
2016 and 2017 to incorporate changing housing forecasts.

1.10 The National Planning Policy Framework also requires Local Planning Authorities to
specifically consider the needs of the rural economy, home working and the
communications infrastructure.

Rural Economy

1.11 The NPPF says that planning policies should support economic growth in rural

areas in order to create jobs and prosperity by taking a positive approach to sustainable

new development. To promote a strong rural economy, local and neighbourhood plans

should:

e support the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business and

enterprise in rural areas, both through conversion of existing buildings and well
designed new buildings;
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e promote the development and diversification of agricultural and other land-based
rural businesses;

e support sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments that benefit
businesses in rural areas, communities and visitors, and which respect the
character of the countryside. This should include supporting the provision and
expansion of tourist and visitor facilities in appropriate locations where identified
needs are not met by existing facilities in rural service centres; and

e promote the retention and development of local services and community facilities
in villages, such as local shops, meeting places, sports venues, cultural
buildings, public houses and places of worship.

1.12 In the same year as the NPPF was published the Government (Defra) released the
rural statement in September 2012. The Statement is based around three key priorities;
Economic Growth and ensuring rural businesses make a sustainable contribution to
national growth; Rural Engagement; and quality of life to ensure that rural people to
have fair access to public services and to be actively engaged in shaping the places in
which they live. This document is mainly aimed at remote rural communities of the UK
and as recognised in the ELR 2010 Defra themselves categorise Thanet as “Other
Urban” in the rural/urban land classification they use for policy making.

1.13 The Rural area in Thanet is very close to the urban area and centres of economic
activity and these are highly accessible in comparison with other districts. They are not
isolated settlements of economic inactivity as elsewhere in the country, particularly the 5
priority areas identified in the rural statement.

1.14 In Thanet there are two types of rural economic activity. One is economic activity
that occurs in rural areas but is not dependent on the rural area for the economic activity
and the other is economic activity that is dependent on the rural area for the economic
activity such as agricultural and equestrian businesses. Due to the geography of Thanet
both co exist successfully.

1.15 The ELR stated that the number of VAT registered enterprises within the rural area
was less than 10% and this is still the most up date data, however a more detailed
breakdown of these figures shows that 10% of the rural businesses in Thanet employ 20
persons or more compared with 5% in both the South East and England. The ELR also
noted that much of Thanet's employment space is located in the rural area on sites such
as Laundry Road and Hedgend Industrial Estates and it is important that these sites
remain.

1.16 Village audits carried out by the Parish Councils suggest that there is a fairly even
spread of businesses across the villages. Many service industry businesses exist to
serve the local population and sit alongside large farming businesses and businesses
that support the land based economy such as agricultural repair companies.

1.17 The Council has traditionally supported sustainable rural economic development
through planning policy and permission has been granted for businesses in the rural
area in the past. The NPPF also requires Local Planning Authorities to support the
needs of the food production industry. The Council considers how to support the rural
economy, rural communities in terms of service provision and quality of life and the
needs of the food production industry in Part D of the Employment Topic Paper.
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Working from home

1.18 The rising trend of live/work is an important consideration for the rural economy as
well as the wider economy. It is a sustainable method of working and can be encouraged
as a way to strengthen the rural economy. With the increasing level of home working
and technical innovations in food production and farming it is vital that
telecommunications infrastructure in the rural area is supported.

1.19 The publication Understanding Kent's Home Based Business sector shows that
home based working is a growing trend and that nationally 63% of home based
businesses were in the service sectors. As the service sector dominates Thanet’s
economy it is reasonable to assume that live/work is a growth opportunity for Thanet’s
economy and should be supported. Fundamental to the success of home based working
is adequate communications infrastructure such as broadband.

1.20 Overall findings of the report include that most businesses in the UK are started
from home, homeworking is more prevalent in rural areas than urban and that home is
the main business or work premises for 41% of small to medium sized enterprises.
Supporting home working can be a way of supporting Thanet’s rural economy and new
businesses which would support the aims of the national planning policy framework and
Thanet’s overall economy.

1.21 The report also concludes that workhubs should be used as a “tool” to grow the
home based economy. Workhubs act as flexible office space with professional
equipment and meeting space that can be hired and used in an ad hoc manner by home
based workers. The Council has traditionally supported the growing trend of home
working through planning policy and work hubs could be located in an accessible central
location in the District.

Communications Infrastructure

1.22 The National Planning Policy Framework says that advanced, high quality
communications infrastructure is essential for sustainable economic growth. The
development of high speed broadband technology and other communications networks
also plays a vital role in enhancing the provision of local community facilities and
services.

1.23 In preparing Local Plans, local planning authorities are required to support the
expansion of electronic communications networks, including telecommunications and
high speed broadband. They should aim to keep the numbers of radio and
telecommunications masts and the sites for such installations to a minimum consistent
with the efficient operation of the network. Existing masts, buildings and other structures
should be used, unless the need for a new site has been justified. Where new sites are
required, equipment should be sympathetically designed and camouflaged where
appropriate.

1.24 The NPPF also contains detail on determining planning applications for
telecommunications.

1.25 Kent County Council has been campaigning for super fast broadband across Kent.
Over the past 20 years Kent has seen a massive increase in growth, and to attract more
business and economic growth to our communities we need to equip the county with a
strong digital structure. Broadband is essential for regeneration, and therefore making
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Kent the destination of business choice for the future is key. The aim of KCC’s work is to
attract business to smaller areas, benefitting communities in terms of regeneration and
the economy. Kent County Council (KCC) is working with the Government’s broadband
agency Broadband Delivery UK (BDUK). The Making Kent Quicker programme covers a
range of projects that KCC is leading to improve broadband infrastructure

1.26 The Employment Topic Paper considers how communications infrastructure and
home working might be supported.

1.27 One of the provisions of the NPPF is to identify the Functional Economic Area to
reflect the market geography within which the local economy sits. This has been
addressed later on in the Floorspace Requirements section of the report.

Changes in the Economy

Recession

1.28 The macro economic situation of the country has had an affect on employment
growth in Thanet. In 2008 the UK economy went into recession. Gross domestic product
fell by 1.5% in the last three months of 2008 after a 0.6% drop in the previous quarter
which meant two consecutive quarters of negative economic growth — the definition of
recession. The figures, from the Office for National Statistics (ONS), showed that
manufacturing made the largest contribution to the slowdown, contracting by 4.6%.With
the exception of agriculture, all elements of the economy shrank in the first tear of
recession.

1.29 Low wage growth and low consumer spend means that UK growth is expected to
be 1.4% in 2018 (PWC 2018)

Public Sector Cuts

1.30 The political priority is to cut this fiscal deficit and the Government has responded to
the situation with a series of austerity measures, which include public sector cuts
including jobs. Thanet and East Kent relies heavily on the public sector. Thanet has the
2" highest level of public sector dependence in the South East with 14,200 people or
35.3% of the total workforce. Thanet has a high proportion of public sector employees
with 22.7% of total employment within the public sector. There is expected to be a
gradual reduction in public sector employment as a result of budget constraints.

1.31 A report by Kent County Council into public sector dependency models 3 scenarios,
a 5%, 10% and 15% cut in public sector jobs. The report concludes that there could be
between a 1 and 5% reduction in employment growth between 2010 and 2025. Public
sector job losses may mean a very different unemployment demographic. Public sector
workers tend to be older, relatively highly qualified and the majority are women. This is
different to the current unemployment trend of young workers just entering the job
market. Public sector job losses and cuts in expenditure also impacts upon the private
sector, particularly service providers.

1.32 The goal and challenge is clearly to grow the private sector. Between 2000 and
2008 Thanet’s private sector jobs grew by 14% which is a positive direction of travel.
The report suggests that in order to build on this Kent should take advantage of growing
sectors such as the low carbon and environmental goods sector and the creative
industries sector. The introduction of the High Speed One Domestic Rail Service could
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encourage the “London Effect” It suggests to take advantage of this potential growth that
Kent should position itself in terms of relevant skills base and supporting business
investment.

Closure of Pfizer Sandwich Campus

1.33 In February 2011 Pfizer announced that it was closing its Sandwich campus which
employed approximately 2,400 people. The phased closure happened over a year and
some staff have been retained. Indirect job losses such as those of security and delivery
staff made the total even higher.

1.34 A report by DTZ in 2011 estimated that 9,900 FTE jobs could be lost in Kent or
6,100 in East Kent if all jobs on the Pfizer Sandwich campus are lost. It concluded that if
25% of current employees secure employment through other new employers on site, or
in the East Kent area, the estimated job losses would be 7,400 FTE jobs in Kent and
4,500 in East Kent. Employment impacts appear most significant in Dover district where
the Pfizer campus is located; however as a significant proportion of employees live in
surrounding districts, the direct residence based impacts would be spread more evenly
between districts. It is understood that around a third that of Pfizer employees came from
Thanet.

1.35 Total combined job losses in East Kent were estimated to reach 7,800 in 2011,
based on the loss of all jobs at the Pfizer Sandwich Campus, the closure of Dungeness
A power station, the start of decommissioning on Dungeness A, and the first year of
public sector cuts (25% of total reductions). Combined job losses in East Kent are
estimated to increase to 12,200 by 2018, based on the loss of all jobs at the Pfizer
Sandwich Campus, the closure of Dungeness A and B power station, the
decommissioning of both power stations, and the full amount of public sector cuts. This
may be a pessimistic assumption given measures that are being put in place to address
this.

1.36 The report concluded that if 25% of current Pfizer employees secure employment
through other new employers on site, or in the East Kent area, then employment growth
would be expected to return to East Kent in 2014 and employment levels of 2009
attained in 2017. However, it should be noted that employment growth in the retail and
hotel sectors will not necessarily provide equivalent employment opportunities for the
highly skilled that remain unemployed following the closures of Pfizer and Dungeness
and average salaries in these sectors are also likely to be lower than those achieved at
Pfizer and Dungeness.

1.37 It is unclear from latest statistics whether these impacts have occurred especially
as not all of Pfizers workforce lost their jobs. There have also been a number of positive
interventions that will have benefitted and have future benefits for Thanet's economy.

Discovery Park

1.38 The former Pfizer campus is under new ownership and the Government has
designated Discovery Park at Sandwich, Kent an Enterprise Zone. This is a major
opportunity for the workforce and supply chain businesses in Thanet and offers the
potential for East Kent to maintain its position as a leader in life science and
pharmaceutical production. Discovery Park Enterprise Zone covers 99.4 hectares on the
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http://www.discovery-park.co.uk/

Pfizer site at Sandwich and was sold to a private consortium, Discovery Park Ltd, in
August 2012.

1.39 The package of incentives on offer for businesses locating at the Enterprise Zone
are attractive and include:

Business rate discounts:

The available discount is a maximum of £55,000 per year, for up to five years (i.e. a
maximum discount of £275,000 over a five year period). There is no limit on the
percentage discount, so a business paying rates of less than £55,000 per year could
receive a discount of 100%, subject to European state aid rules which will not apply to
most businesses.

Planning simplification:

The Enterprise Zone has a simplified planning regime. To achieve this, Dover District
Council has developed a Local Development Order (LDO) in partnership with
businesses in the Enterprise zone, Kent County Council, the Environment Agency,
English Heritage, Natural England, Locate in Kent, Business Link, Sandwich Town
Council and Thanet District Council. The LDO enables the conversion of existing
buildings, the development of new buildings and changes of use, without the need for
individual planning permissions, provided that it is within the scope of the Order.

Superfast broadband:

The Government’s Enterprise Zone prospectus offers support to ensure that superfast
broadband is available throughout the Zone, by guaranteeing the most supportive
regulatory environment and if necessary public funding. Discovery Park already has
good broadband access and it is not yet known what additional Government support
will be required or available.

1.40 Thanet District Council has worked closely with Dover District Council on strategic
projects along the Richborough corridor including developing a masterplan for Discovery
Park which now includes 500 homes and a combined heat and power plant. Discovery
Park is proving a success and leading the way in Enterprise zones. 650 Pfizer jobs
remained on site and with new companies on site now employ around 2,400 people.

Thanet’s Accessibility

Kent International Airport

1.41 Kent International Airport lies 2 km west of Ramsgate on a chalk plateau in the
central part of the Isle of Thanet, North East Kent. It is approximately 110km east of
London. The airport is 1.5 kilometres from the dual carriageways (A299 then M2) which
provide fast road links to the M25 and London. Drive time to London is approximately 1
to 1.15 hrs. The airport is within half an hour drive of Dover and both Dover and
Ramsgate ports have access to Europe. The airport was formerly an RAF base and
became a passenger terminal in1964-65.

1.42 The former owners of the airport, Infratil, produced a Masterplan in 2009 which
estimated passenger and freight numbers for the airport to 2033 along with details of
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future airport expansion and these projections are detailed in the ELR 2010. Estimates
for growth proposed in that Masterplan have not happened.

1.43 Following the sale of the airport by Infratil in 2013 and its closure by new owners
Lothian Shelf in May 2014 the Council has made significant efforts to explore its CPO
powers to support a functioning aviation use in the site. The table below details the work
of the Council in trying to secure this.

e July 2014 - Cabinet resolved to carry out a soft-market testing exercise to identify
a CPO Indemnity Partner — a third party who could cover the costs of compulsory
purchase of the Manston Airport site.

e December 2014 — Cabinet decided that no further action be taken at the present
time on a CPO of Manston Airport, on the basis that the Council has not
identified any suitable expressions of interest that fulfil the requirements of the
Council for a CPO indemnity partner and that it does not have the financial
resources to pursue a CPO in its own right.

e May 2015 - Extraordinary Council meeting agreed that to recommend to Cabinet
that it reviews its position in relation to the Manston Airport site, taking account of
all the surrounding circumstances relating to an indemnity partner for a possible
Compulsory Purchase Order.

e July 2015 — Cabinet decides to authorise specialist advice to determine whether
RiverOak are a suitable indemnity partner in relation to a CPO for Manston
Airport.

e October 2016 - Cabinet decides to take no further action at the present time on a
CPO of Manston Airport, on the basis that RiverOak do not fulfil the requirements
of the Council for an indemnity partner

e December 2015 - Cabinet decides to undertake a further soft market testing
exercise to identify any interest in becoming a CPO indemnity partner in relation
to Manston airport

e June 2016 - Cabinet considered the assessment of the responses to the exercise
and agreed that in terms of the key lines of enquiry, the market cannot deliver on
the council’s requirements; there is no established market which is able to
deliver, or an adequate number of operators; the market has no capacity to
deliver the requirements and there is no cost or other benefits in taking this
matter further.

1.44 Following this the Council sought to understand whether an airport would be a
viable operation for the site and whether there would be a reasonable prospect of that
occurring within the plan period of the Local Plan (i.e. to 2031) so that it could fully
consider the options for the site. The Council also needed robust evidence to inform the
Local Plan. Accordingly the Council appointed Avia Solutions to carry out the study.

12

Appendix G.1.3 (Part A)



1.45 The Avia Solutions Report September 2016 concluded that it is most unlikely that
Manston Airport would represent a viable investment opportunity even in the longer term
(post 2040), and certainly not during the period of the Local Plan to 2031.

The owners of the airport site submitted a planning application in April 2016 for a mixed
use development comprising 2,500 dwellings, 85,000sgm of employment floorspace, a
3,100sgm of retail floorspace, a 120 bedroom hotel and two primary schools known as
Stone Hill Park.

1.46 RiverOak Strategic Partners are in the process of submitting a Development
Consent Order (DCO) to the Secretary of State to acquire the site for aviation use as a
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP). The proposal is to reopen Manston
as a hub for international air freight which also offers passenger, executive travel and
aircraft engineering services.

1.47 At the time of writing the application remains undecided and the DCO is yet to be
accepted by the Planning Inspectorate.

High Speed Rail
1.48 Domestic services on the high speed Channel Tunnel link line began in December
2009, operated under a UK franchise agreement by Southeastern railway.

1.49 Since the service began, commuters from Kent using the service have been able to
benefit from significant time savings. For example, commuting from Ashford to central
London used to take 84 minutes and now takes just 37 minutes on the High Speed
service. Journey times to London from Thanet are currently 76 minutes.

1.50 This has had potentially significant positive effects on Thanet's economy and
perception. A report was published in January 2009 “Economic Impact of High Speed 1”
carried out by Colin Buchanan for London and Continental Railways that assessed some
of the effects.

1.51 Some broad conclusions were that the scheme brings about improvements to
journey times between London and destinations in Kent as well as Paris and Brussels
and also has significant regeneration impacts.

1.52 The report said the four main benefits of the scheme were:

¢ A financial impact (increase in rail revenues)

e Conventional transport benefits (e.g. journey time savings)

¢ Wider economic benefits (enabling workers to move to more productive jobs by
increasing peak capacity to central London, and increasing the effective density
of London and locations in Kent by reducing the generalised costs of travel)

e Regeneration (helping to deliver the regional growth strategy and thus providing
the land that allows new investment)

1.53 With regards to regeneration, impacts of the scheme include:

e The value of the housing stock in the study area may increase by around £1.3bn,
representing a capitalised value of HS1 benefits to current residents;
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e Earnings per annum across the study area may increase by between £62m and
£360m due to the commuting facilitated by HS1.

1.54 A later report prepared by the Local Strategic Partnership in March 2011 called
“High Speed 1 Impact Analysis Year One Study” looks at satisfaction levels with the
service and public perception. The report shows that there is a high level of satisfaction
with users of the service but when looking at its impact on economic growth respondents
to a survey were not aware that the High Speed services extended to east Kent
suggesting that better marketing for the area is needed.

1.55 Some potential knock on benefits of the High Speed 1 scheme for Thanet include a
high speed rail extension to Thanet and a potential new station.

High Speed Rail Extension to Thanet

1.56 KCC is working with Network Rail to investigate ways in which journey times on the
existing Ashford to Ramsgate line could be reduced. A preliminary study found that there
is the potential to reduce current journey times by up to 10 minutes. Thanet District
Council continue to campaign for this line upgrade. Funding is in place for line
improvements between Ashford and Canterbury and Canterbury and Ramsgate.

Thanet Parkway

1.57 Kent County Council’s Local Transport Plan “Growth without Gridlock” includes
proposals for a new station on the High Speed 1 line.

1.58 KCC has been promoting the building of a new parkway station in Thanet on the
existing rail line between Minster and Ramsgate since 2010. Long commuting times to
London are often seen as a barrier for new business investment in the area. Thanet
Parkway railway station will complement high speed rail, bringing Thanet to within about
an hour’s journey time of London, thereby improving the perception of East Kent as a
place for investment, particularly at Discovery Park Enterprise Zone, the former Manston
Airport site and other development sites proposed in the draft Thanet Local Plan. The
improved rail connectivity to London and across the County will allow local residents to
access a wide range of job opportunities.

1.59 The proposed location of the Parkway Station is on the Ashford International to
Ramsgate line, south of the former Manston Airport site and just to the west of the
village of Cliffsend. It will be sited between Minster and Ramsgate railway stations, and
will be served by both Mainline and High Speed trains. See map below:

1.60 The proposed parkway station will widen employment opportunities for Thanet
residents by providing improved rail access to London and other locations in the county.
Thanet Parkway will encourage growth in Thanet and East Kent, and will also cope with
the growth in rail usage from existing and future communities.

1.61 It was proposed the station will be part funded by the Local Growth Fund (LGF)
through the South East Local Enterprise Partnership (SELEP) along with a contribution
from KCC. An application has been made to Network Rail and the Department for
Transport’'s New Stations Fund for the remaining funding,
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Thanet Parkway Station

M Copfightind databass rights 2016 Drdnance Surney 10001626 i

1.62 KCC are currently preparing a business case for a new station and are considering
capacity at the existing stations. These improvements to rail infrastructure in Thanet are
potentially very positive for Thanet’s economy and options for their development are
discussed in the Employment Topic Paper.

East Kent Access

1.63 East Kent Access, a phased road improvement scheme for the Thanet and Dover
Districts, opened in May 2012. The overall project cost £87 million funded by the
Department of Transport with £5.75 million coming from Kent County council. Phase 1 of
the scheme was designed to improve accessibility and safety. The scheme was
designed to help the economy of East Kent and connect the ports of Dover and
Ramsgate and Kent International Airport. Phase 2 was an improvement to dual
carriageway standard and crosses roads and railway lines. The map below shows the
route.

15

Appendix G.1.3 (Part A)



East Kent Access Phase 2

———  Phase 2

+ | w—— Phase 1

1.64 The local transport plan for Kent 2006-2011 states that the purpose of the East
Kent Access scheme derives directly from the principal objectives of the first Local
Transport Plan, namely to:

stimulate economic activity and employment;

integrate transport planning with the wider spatial planning of the area;
improve safety and security in the transport system;

influence and manage the demand for the type of transport used
widen the choice of transport available to the area

1.65 The Local Transport Plan stated that Phase 1 alone would generate some 450 jobs,
whilst Phases 1 and 2 together would generate some 8,000 jobs by 2016 and that the
scheme is therefore a central and indispensable part of the regeneration of East Kent
and its coastal towns and the re-balancing of the south east’s economy. With the closure
of Pfizer and the recessions these predictions may not be accurate but the road
infrastructure improvements will be benefit the development of Discovery Park and
Thanet residents. Other benefits of Phase 2 were stated as:

e To provide more efficient and rapid access from Sandwich and the Sandwich
corridor to the major labour source in the Thanet towns.

e To provide more efficient access from the employment hub at Sandwich,
westward to the A299 and the principal motorway route to domestic markets.
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e To complete the high grade access of the Sandwich Corridor between the A2 at
Dover and the A299/A253 Thanet Way and thereby capitalise on the provision of
a wider and more mobile labour market in East Kent.

e Toincrease the mutual advantages of linking Kent International Airport to the
Port of Dover, as an international port and cruise terminal.

¢ To improve the general accessibility of the former Kent coalfield sites.

e To provide for flexibility in the management and control of international freight
between the Channel, and Ports of Dover and Ramsgate at times of disruption to
the M2 and M20 corridors or French, Belgian and Dutch ports.

e To ensure good South Coast connections, avoiding Canterbury, between the
regional airport at Manston and South Kent and Sussex.

Ramsqgate Port

1.66 In 2000 the Royal Harbour Approach Road was built to improve access to the Port
and service the then thriving ferry industry operating in and out of Ramsgate. The port
has excellent ro ro facilities and excellent road connectivity although unfortunately
TransEuropa ferries ceased operating form the port leaving Ramsgate with no ferry
operator. The Port currently services 2678.4 MW of Wind Energy and with further
planned increase in the UK’s offshore energy capacity there is potential to grow the
port’s renewable energy support facilities and increase geographic reach.

The current Port Masterplan produced aspires to re introduce a roll on roll off passenger
service to the port, support growth in commercial use of the port and support the tourism
and leisure industry that surround the neighbouring Royal harbour and its key priorities
are:

e Protecting and growing existing relationships with users of the port and harbour
in order to assure service standards and secure future income streams;

¢ Implementing a Ro-Ro strategy described in this plan to restore the commercial
port's market position and recover recent lost revenue;

e Making improvements to the Royal Harbour Marina (hnew marina management
system, increasing visitor footfall and dredging) to significantly enhance the user
experience and attract more visitors;

o Keep the re-launched website fresh to support the commercial port an Royal
Harbour Marina in order to raise substantially their market profiles.
Cultural and Leisure Development
1.67 The Turner Contemporary gallery on Margate seafront opened in 2011. The project
was part funded by Kent County Council, Thanet District Council and the South East
England Development Agency and its purpose to trigger economic regeneration in the

town.

1.68 A report into the economic impact of Turner after its first year was published in April
2012. The gallery received 495,000 visitors in the first year. The report concludes that
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the total economic benefit for 2011/2012 is £13.9 million and a total of 130 full time
equivalent created jobs during its first year.

Number of visits 495,000

Gross effects (£)

Visitor-related expenditure 5.4 million

Gallery expenditure on goods and services 0.9 million

Other gallery expenditure 0.7 million
7.0 million

Net additional effects (£)

Visitor-related expenditure 4.5 million

Gallery expenditure on goods and services 0.6 million

Other gallery expenditure 1.1 million
6.3 million

Destination profile benefits (£)

Press coverage 6.0 million

Broadcast media 0.7 million
7.6 million

Total economic impact 2011/2012 (£) 13.9 million

(Net additional effects plus destination profile benefits)

Direct employment (within the Gallery) (FTES) 49

Indirect employment support by the Net Additional 81

Effects (FTEs)

TOTAL 130

1.69 The report clearly shows that the Turner Contemporary has had a very successful
first year. The success has continued and in August 2013 the gallery welcomed its one
millionth visitor and it is evident that there have been knock on effects in Margate’s Old
Town with numbers of galleries, shops, cafes and restaurants opening recently. Between
November 2012 and March 2013 there was a 59% increase in contacts to the Visitor
Information Centre compared to the same winter period before the Turner Contemporary
opened.

1.70 Dreamland also reopened in 2015 following a multi million pound revamp and
created considerable interest in Thanet. In 2012 The Dreamland Trust appointed multi-
disciplinary designer, Wayne Hemingway MBE and the HemingwayDesign team to bring
forward the branding and design scheme for Dreamland.

1.71 In September 2013 Dreamland transferred into the council’'s ownership securing the
future for Dreamland. After a long restoration project, Dreamland opened its doors to the
public in June 2015. Work was carried out on the Scenic Railway, along with an Historic
Rides Collection, internal spaces, archiving, learning and engagement programmes. The
attraction saw bumper visitor numbers of 50,000 during the May bank holiday in 2017.
Further phases of development are ongoing.
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1.72 A report into the Economic Impact of Tourism by Visit Kent in November 2016
found that £293 million spent in the local area as result of tourism, taking into account
multiplier effects. This is an increase of over 19% compared to 2013. This demonstrates
how important tourism is to the public sector.

Growth and Funding Initiatives

Public Sector Finance

1.73 Public sector finance has been made available by Kent County Council to support
new jobs and business growth which will help the private sector base in east Kent.

1.74 “Expansion east Kent” had funding of £35 million available from the Regional
Growth Fund. They are offering 0% loans for businesses wishing to start up or expand in
east Kent. The programme aims to unlock private sector finance, stimulating over
£300million in associated investment over the course of the next three years and
creating a major boost for the East Kent economy. Kent County Council, with the support
of the Sandwich Task Force and the East Kent Districts, was successful in applying to
the Government’s Regional Growth Fund (RGF). Over £30 million was taken up.

1.75 Work is ongoing under the Kent and Medway Business Fund offering 0% loans to
small and medium sized businesses across Kent and Medway funded by loan
repayments from previous Regional Growth Fund Schemes (Expansion East Kent, Tiger
and Escalate).

Thanet’'s Economic Growth Strateqy

1.76 Thanet District Council’s Economic Growth Strategy was published in November
2016 and it identified key transformational initiatives to focus on to deliver employment
growth. These are:

e Developing the Port at Ramsgate

Investing in high value manufacturing and engineering across Thanet and east
Kent

Position Thanet as a global agritech hub

Promoting Thanet’'s broader cultural/leisure offer

Cultivating the creative industries across Thanet

Designing enterprise into new communities

Long term feasibility modelling for Margate and Ramsgate

East Kent Growth Framework Report December 2017

1.77 The East Kent growth Framework (EKGF) has been prepared by the East Kent
Regeneration Board (EKRB) to set out an overarching strategy and investment priorities
for achieving long-term sustainable growth across East Kent between 2017 and 2027.
The EKRB comprises the five East Kent authorities and Kent County Council.
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1.78 Several projects were identified in Thanet:
Port of Ramsgate
Thanet Parkway Station
Inner Circuit Improvement Strategy
Westwood Relief Strategy
Margate Junction Improvements
Advanced Manufacturing Park (Margate Business Park)
Creative Industries Workspace
Feasibility Modelling for Ramsgate, Margate and Viking Bay
Ramsgate Heritage Action Zone
Theatre Royal
Dreamland and Sunshine Café Redevelopment
Viking Bay
Eurokent Business Park
Agri-tech Hub
e East Kent College Broadstairs Campus extension
(italics represent subsidiary projects which are linked to or required in order to deliver the
heading project)

1.79 Spatial priorities for Thanet are Port of Ramsgate, Thanet Parkway Station and
Inner Route Improvements, Advanced Manufacturing Park at Manston Business Park,
Creative Industries workspace and developing out Eurokent Business Park.

Key Findings:
e Thanet has a high dependency on the public sector for employment.

e The closure of the Sandwich Campus of Pfizer was a set back for the local
economy although measures to mitigate this have been successful.

¢ Infrastructure improvements such as the introduction of High Speed One and the
opening of East Kent Access have significantly improved access to Thanet and
are very positive for the economy

e The Turner Contemporary Gallery, Dreamland and other attractions are having a
very positive economic effect

e Following the closure of Pfizer public sector finance has been made available to
assist businesses wishing to start up in Thanet

e The Council’s Economic Strategy and the East Kent Growth Framework have
identified similar economic aims and objectives for the District that strategic
partners will deliver
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Socio economics, existing employees and space and
additional economic considerations

2.1 The 2010 Employment Land Review concluded that Thanet suffers from severe
socio economic problems and this is still the case.

2.2 In November 2017 the proportion of working age population claiming Job Seekers
Allowance in Thanet was 2.4% compared to 0.7% in Kent and 1.1% in the South East.
Unemployment is still significantly above Kent and the South East. The claimant rate
peaked at 6.4% in February 2012 which is almost double the UK average. The figure
was 5.6% in July 2013 which demonstrates an improvement.

2.3 The claimant count for Thanet in November 2017 was 3.8%. The South East
average for all age groups is 1.2% and for Great Britain it is 1.9%. This shows Thanet
has a significantly higher claimant count than the south east and national averages.

2.4 The employment rate is a measure of the proportion of the population of working age
who are actually in work. It is reduced by the number of those of working age who are
students but not also employed; those people who are unemployed; and the number of
people of working age who are economically inactive. The rate for Thanet in 2009 was
63.5% but increased in 2016 to 75%.

2.5 The average earnings of those living in Thanet in 2009 was £426 per week. This
compares to £520 per week for residents of Kent as a whole, and £537 per week for
those living in the South East of England. In 2012 the average weekly earnings of those
living in Thanet fell to £412.5 and rose to £478.6 in 2017. Resident earnings of those
living in Kent and the South East of England are boosted by the significant numbers of
residents who work in London where they command higher salaries than they would
were they to work where they live.

2.6 The average earnings of those working in Thanet in 2009 was £383 per week. This
compares to £479 per week for those working in Kent as a whole, and £514 per week for
those working in the South East of England. In 2012 the average weekly earnings of
those working in Thanet rose to £392 and again to £424.5 in 2017. The low workplace
earnings of those working in Thanet reflect the relative low value added economic
activities located in the district and the level of part time work although the figures show
that this is improving.

2.7 The Index of Multiple Deprivation captures many of the above indicators and a range
of additional indicators to give a relative ranking on the level of disadvantage of the
authority. Thanet is the most disadvantaged District in Kent as measured by the IMD and
within the top 10% of the most deprived authorities nationally. Thanet’s overall ranking in
the Index of Multiple Deprivation is attributable in large measure to the intense
deprivation to be found in five wards within the District; the wards of Central Margate and
Cliftonville West in Margate, and the wards of Newington, Northwood and Eastcliff in
Ramsgate.

2.8 Educational attainment in Thanet has significantly improved since 2009 across all
level with the amount of students achieving NVQL1 to 4 or equivalents and other
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qualifications rising by approximately 10%. This could in part be due to school leaving
age being increased to age 17 in 2013 and age 18 in 2015.

2.9 GVA per head is a broad measure of the wealth of an area. Thanet's GVA per head
in 2009 was £14,788. In 2012 GVA per head increased to £14,876 and again to £15,021
in 2015 The UK average GVA in 2015 was £25,351. A significant factor in Thanet’s low
GVA per head is the large numbers of retired people living in the area but also below
average productivity.

2.10 One reason why GVA varies between areas is because they can have very
different numbers of people in work relative to the population as a whole. In Thanet there
are 310 people in work for every 1,000 people living in the area, compared to 390 in
Kent and 450 in the South East. The low proportion of people in work per 1000
population in Thanet reflects the relatively large proportion of the population that is over
retirement age, (13%), compared to 11% in Kent, and 10% in South East England and
this is expected to increase.

2.11 The number of employee jobs from 2008 is 40,200 and fell to 38,621 in 2012 and
increasing again to 41,000 in 2016. The breakdown of jobs per sector is as follows:

Table 2 — Employment in Thanet 2016

Employees % Kent % England %
Agriculture, forestry - 0 0.1 0.7
and fishing
Mining and quarrying - 0 0 0.2
Manufacturing 3,300 7.9 6.6 8.1
Electricity, gas, steam, | 100 0.3 0.3 0.4
air conditioning supply
Water supply; 200 0.5 0.8 0.7
sewerage, waste
management and
remediation activities
Construction 2,100 5.2 6.3 4.6
Wholesale and retail 7,500 18.3 17.7 15.2
trade; repair of motor
vehicles and
motorcycles
Transportation and 1,900 4.6 6.4 4.8
storage
Accommodation and 3,800 9.1 6.8 7.4
food service activities
Information and 700 1.7 2.9 4.2
communication
Financial and 800 2.0 2.7 3.5
insurance activities
Real estate activities 700 1.7 1.9 1.6
Professional, scientific | 1,600 4.0 6.5 8.6
and technical activities
Administrative and 2,400 5.8 9.9 8.9
support service
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activities

Public administration 1,100 2.7 3.8 4.3
and defence;

compulsory social

security

Education 5,500 13.4 10.2 8.9
Human health and 8,000 19.5 13.0 13.2
social work activities

Arts, entertainment and | 1,100 2.7 2.3 2.5
recreation

Other service activities | 700 1.7 2.1 2.0
TOTAL

(Source: 2016 BRES, KCC Business Intelligence, Research Evaluation) (figures are
rounded)

2.12 This shows that strong sectors in the Thanet economy are retail, accommodation &
food services, education and health

2.13 Evidence from the Economic and Employment Assessment 2012 (EEA) shows that
the green and tourism sectors comprise a greater proportion of total employment than
they do in South East and England and have been growing faster.

The Green Sector

2.14 The green sector in Thanet has experienced growth above the regional and
England levels over the last two years demonstrating growth potential within this sector.
When the primary and secondary green sector are combined this amounts to more than
10% of total employment in Thanet.

The Tourism Sector

2.15 Similarly the tourism sector within Thanet has enjoyed stronger growth over the last
two years than the region or England. The tourism sector in Thanet accounts for 9% of
total employment compared to just over 8% for the region and England. Over the last
two years the sector has grown by over 2% year on year compared to declines in the
region and for England. Since the EEA was published KCC looked at BRES industrial
categories and found that tourism now (2016 figures) accounts for 13.4% of Thanet’s
economy. (KCC Business Intelligence, Research Evaluation)

2.16 The Economic and Employment Assessment 2012 states that whilst there has been
a decline in manufacturing in line with trends seen across the UK there are elements that
have been performing better, namely high tech manufacturing within which the Thanet
and the UK as a whole retains a competitive advantage.

2.17 Thanet's Economic Growth Strategy 2016 seeks to encourage creative industries in
Thanet. This currently accounts for 1.8% of Thanet’'s economy. According to “Thanets
New Wave — The creative force regenerating out towns” published in March 2017 the
number of creative businesses in Thanet increased by 84% in the last four years
(according to analysis of the Mint List in 2013 and 2016).
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Floorspace Developed for Employment Type (all sites in the District)

Table 3 — Commercial Information Audit 2016

A2/B1lsqm B2sgm B8 sgm A2/B1-B8 sgm
Completed 2015-2016 2,594 8,102 1,600 12,296
Completed 2014-2015 3,227 2,884 2,594 8,705
Completed 2013-2014 3,032 1,230 210 4,472
Completed 2012-2013 786 1,210 1,998 3,994
Completed 2011-2012 1,490 1,730 549 3,769
Completed 2010-2011 342 300 2,144 2,786
Completed 2009-2010 1,156 343 144 1,643
Completed 2008-2009 16,731 523 4,765 22,019
Completed 2007-2008 4,269 150 3,875 8,294
Completed 2006-2007 3,860 1,889 13,031 18,780
Completed 2005-2006 3,523 9,797 4,585 17,905

2.18 This demonstrates employment completions have been growing year on year since
the ELR was published in 2010.

Count of Active Enterprises

Table 4 — Count of Active Enterprises

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

3,120 2,985 3,045 2,995 3,085 3,490 3,655 3,795

(Source: Inter Departmental Register (ONS))

2.19 The above table shows that the amount of active enterprises decreased slightly
2010 but has increased since 2015 and has remained at a fairly constant rate over a 2
year period.

Key Findings:

e Very little has changed in terms of Thanet’s socio economic situation since the
2010 Employment Land Review. Thanet’'s economic profile is improving but is
still not comparable with Kent, the South East and England.

e Strong sectors in the Thanet economy are retail, accommodation & food
services, education and health

¢ Inline with the UK trend Thanet is relatively strong in high tech manufacturing

e A particular growth area in Thanet is the Tourism sector.
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Commercial property market

3.1 The 2010 Employment Land Review looked at the perception of Thanets
Commercial Property Market by surveying Agents and concluded that the main demand
and growth is coming from the local market and that there is little interest in companies
or large investors wishing to relocate to Thanet.

3.2 This same survey was carried out again in 2012 and conclusions drawn are that the
main types of businesses wishing to locate in Thanet currently are retail operators and
reasonable quality light industrial/workshop units for small to medium sized enterprises
and some engineering, manufacturing, ICT and environmental technology.

3.3 Regeneration in the District, the availability of funding and grants and transport links
were seen as a positive attraction to businesses, as was the availability of training
opportunities. Distance from established commercial centres (or perception of), planning
constraints and high business rates were identified as factors that deter investment.

3.4 When asked about the commercial property market over the next fifteen years and
what type of property should be provided and in which location respondents indicated
there is likely to be a shift towards more internet and remote based
working/consumerism. They identified a need for greater flexibility on employment sites
with short leases that are easily sub divisible and easier changes of use. Light
industrial/workshop/storage should be provided in accessible out of town locations with
good access to transport links and trunk roads.

3.5 Locate in Kent (LiK) have emphasised that perception is a real barrier in demand for
commercial property in Thanet. There is a perception that the District is hours from
London and that road and rail infrastructure is inadequate. This is a not a true
assumption but the problem of perception is a difficult one to tackle.

3.6 In November 2011 LiK carried out a survey of 158 companies with 10 or more
employees, excluding schools, supermarkets and the public sector, but was also sent
out by Dover and East Kent Chamber to an unknown number of other companies. 34
responses were received including 6 from members of the Thanet Business Forum, 5
other large companies and 23 mainly SMEs including one hotel, one business centre
and two visitor attractions.

3.7 The majority of companies expected that their companies still to be In Thanet
in 3 years with many anticipating needing space over the next 5 years. Over a
third of the companies export and a number more were planning to.

3.8 The main opportunities for growth in Thanet in the next 5 years were seen as
Manston, wind power and green energy supply chains, high speed rall,
Ramsgate Port, tourism and agribusiness. The main threats and barriers to the
business community included attracting suitably qualified staff and lack of
finances to support escalating business costs. Some cited transport connectivity
and planning difficulties. A number selected the availability of development land.
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3.9 Priorities for the area were considered to be improve transport and
infrastructure, grants loans and support, better planning and training and
education.

Supply and Demand

3.10 The 2010 Employment Land Review considered data provided by Locate in Kent
that show the supply and demand of Commercial Property in East Kent. The information
is calculated from the number of enquiries that Locate in Kent receive and the level of
supply is derived from Locate in Kent's property database. The same data source was
reviewed in October 2012 and the following conclusions were drawn.

3.11 Previously the ELR showed that in the smaller industrial premises ranging from O-
1000sgm the match between supply and demand was relatively even. This is now
showing that supply is greater than demand. This is also the case in the larger premises
+ 1000sgm

3.12 In terms of office premises less than 1000sgm the gap between supply and
demand is noticeable with supply being much greater than demand and this was the
case in the ELR. With regard to larger offices they are evenly matched.

3.13 Demand for industrial premises is still higher than for offices premises

3.14 BBP SQW as part of the development of Thanet's Economic Growth Strategy
identified the following regarding Thanet’s commercial property market:

Strengths

¢ Significant recent investment in connectivity, both rail and broadband, which has
positioned Thanet as a strong business location with good access to London and
to the rest of Europe

e Opportunities to develop an Advanced Manufacturing Park, working collaboratively
with local education providers and employers and taking advantage of the districts
location to Discovery Park

e The confidence gained from recent increases in the number of enterprises in the
District and the number of residents in employment

e A growing and successful cultural offer and presence linked to Turner
Contemporary and other local galleries/outlets, and opportunities to build on this

o A relatively competitive location (in terms of land and labour costs) in the greater
south east, which can act as an incentive to both business investment and
residents

e A port that can, potentially, grow significantly further in terms of commercial
throughput, offshore energy facilities, the development of an “off-site commercial
hub” and leisure uses

e High quality environmental assets — with an outstanding coastline and natural light
conditions that are a significant asset, and wider possibilities for agritech
applications in this context

e A commitment to investment in STEM sectors within the District, from Canterbury
Christ Church University and East Kent College, including the potential to develop
the “green-tech” sector
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e Growing business representation in the creative sector over recent years, and
associated skills development through FE and HE institutions

e Substantial planned housing growth — and associated population growth, creating
inherent economic potential

o Possibilities linked particularly to the work of the Thames Estuary Growth
Commission

e A progressive and committed District Council, delivering award winning services
for its residents and businesses
Weaknesses

¢ A need for further investment in workforce skills

¢ Viability and developer challenges in the successful delivery of new development
or relocation of existing businesses on major employment sites

e A tourism sector which is important to the area, and where growth in private
investment in recent years needs to be supported and developed further. Hotels
are at capacity at peak times and a lack of high quality accommodation

e Towns in need of a more clearly defined economic purpose; within specific areas /
zones

¢ Increased competition and market challenges are impacting upon town centres —
which in the context of fastchanging public expectations requires a renewed focus

¢ Ongoing uncertainty surrounding the future of the former Manston Airport site

e Uncertainties linked to the process of Brexit

e Despite growing confidence within the area, there are still some external
perception issues to be addressed

e A Local Enterprise Partnership that is becoming more complex and competitive
and where Thanet needs to promote its priorities and justify its “asks”

Key Findings
e There is still little demand for office premises

e The main type of businesses locating in Thanet are retail operators and
reasonable quality light industrial/workshop units for small to medium sized
enterprises and some engineering, manufacturing, ICT and environmental
technology.

e There is a need for flexibility on premises and employment sites with shorter
leases and easier changes of use.
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Functional Economic Area and Floorspace
Requirements

Functional Economic Area

4.1 National Planning Policy Guidance suggests that in order to establish functional

economic areas we must take account of the extent of any LEPs operating in the area,
travel to work areas, housing market area, the flow of goods, services and information

within the local economy, service market for consumers, administrative area, catchment
areas of facilities providing cultural and social wellbeing, and transport network.

4.2 The South East Local Economic Partnership (SELEP) covers East Sussex, Kent,

Medway, Southend and Thurrock.

4.3 According to the census 2011 the travel to work area for Thanet is called the

Margate & Ramsgate Travel to work area. It includes the whole of Thanet and extends

southwards down the Richborough corridor and includes the towns of Sandwich and
Deal. Recent improvements to the A256 have made travelling to work easier and quicker
and have extended the travel to work area from the 2001 Travel to Work area. It is

considered that much of this travel can be attributed to Discovery Park which attracts

workers from Dover, Thanet and Canterbury and the types of business in zone since its
designation has diversified whereas once it was more specialised science based

research and development.
2011 Census Travel to Work Areas in East Kent
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4.4 Guidance also suggests that in order to understand your economic area you should
also look at your housing market area. GL Hearn in the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment January 2016 concluded that the best fit housing market area for Thanet
included Canterbury and Dover. Collectively these authorities demonstrate a commuting
self-containment level of between 79-87%. The report also concluded that there is an
East Kent housing market area which includes the whole of the local authorities of
Canterbury, Dover and Thanet, together with parts of adjoining authorities — including
Faversham in Swale, Chilham in Ashford and Folkestone in Shepway. Evidence from
Dover District Council's SHMA suggests that Dover shares a housing market area with
Shepway and not Thanet and therefore Dover District Council object to their
identification in the Thanet Housing Market Area. However, there is a clear economic
relationship across East Kent and this is reflected in the east Kent Growth Framework.

4.5 Service facilities in the Westwood area have an element of cross boundary draw
particularly from some centres located close to Thanet notably Canterbury, Dover, Deal,
Herne Bay and Sandwich albeit small (Table 4B Comparison Shopping Penetration
Rates 2012, Thanet District Council: Town centre Retail, Leisure, Tourism and Culture
assessment. Appendices December 2012). And equally Canterbury is the principal
service centre in east Kent and therefore Thanet has a strong economic relationship with
the centre there. The Town Centre, Retail, leisure, Tourism and Culture Assessment for
Thanet 2012 includes a survey of shoppers in Thanet Centres asked which other regular
shopping destinations centres are regularly (Table 7.7 of the Appendices) used and this
showed that a large amount of people shop in Herne Bay and Canterbury and some
travel to Sandwich, Deal and Whitstable.

4.6 Itis concluded therefore that in terms of defining the functional economic area for
Thanet there is a strong relationship between the whole of Thanet, north eastern

Canterbury District following the routes of the A28 and A299, along with the northern
part of Dover District served by the A256 in particular Sandwich and Discovery Park.

Economic Forecasts

4.7 When evaluating economic forecasts the National Planning Policy Guidance states
that plan makers should consider:
e Sectoral and employment forecasts and projections (labour demand)
e Demographically derived assessments of future employment needs (labour
supply techniques)
¢ Analyses based on the past take-up of employment land and property and/or
future property market requirements (past take up)

Labour Demand

4.8 Potential scenarios have been identified for the economic future of Thanet. These
have been developed following a thorough review of the economic situation in Thanet,
including identifying the potential threats and opportunities that exist, a review of the
relevant policies, plans and strategies, as well as stakeholder input. Experian were
commissioned to develop and test the following scenarios:

e Baseline (economy continues to perform in the way it has done in the past)
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e Policy — on (assumes high growth especially in the green and tourism sectors)
e Risk Based (assumes that the economy returns to recession)

4.9 The different scenarios are discussed in more detail in the Employment Topic Paper
2013. The report also looked at growth scenarios for the airport. Due to uncertainty
surrounding the airport this was done as a separate exercise. The airport high growth
option assumes that the airport grows in line with the 2009 Airport Masterplan and this
would result in 2,420 jobs. The airport low growth option was devised by Experian
looking at similar sized airports and passenger numbers growing to 200,000. The low
growth option resulted in a figure of 240 jobs in the district. Due to the level of
uncertainty surrounding the airport including unachieved growth targets, the wider
economic situation, the relatively peripheral location of the airport, uncertainty at the time
over the Governments intended aviation policy and at the time the airport being up for
sale it was considered that the low growth scenario should be planned for. This is still
the case following closure of the airport as it is reasonable to assume that the site will
deliver growth over the Plan period in some form.

4.10 Following consultation and Sustainability Appraisal at Issues and Options stage an
overall job growth target of 5,000 jobs for Thanet was selected. This reflects a level of
growth between baseline and policy on with an element of growth from the airport site.

4.11 Translating the labour demand method into floorspace the Economic and
Employment Assessment concluded that Thanet need to plan for between -15 to 3 (ha)
of B use class land during the plan period to 2031, see Table below. The range reflects
the three scenarios, Baseline, Policy on and Risk based. It should be noted that this is a
net figure and assumes the losses of B2 manufacturing uses would have already
occurred; therefore in order to ensure that land would be available if the new
development were to come forward prior to the loss of existing floorspace, it is
considered necessary to plan for the gross increase required, which is in the region of 15
ha. The Assessment concludes that a margin of error will also need to be factored in.

Land and Floorspace requirements 2011-2031

Use Class EmploymF;FtFIoorspace Need (sgm) Land Need (ha)
change 2011-31

B1 700 to 1,000 10,500 to 15,000 3to4

B2 -1,400 to -1,000 -63,000 to -45,000 -18to0 -13

B8 0 to 600 0 to 42,000 0 to12

Total B Class -700 to 600 -52,500 to 12,000 -15t0 3

Source: Experian Economic and Employment Assessment 2012

Labour Supply Technique
4.12 The East of England Forecasting Model (EEFM) was developed by Oxford
Economics to project economic, demographic and housing trends in a consistent fashion

to inform spatial strategies. The overall Model structure captures the interdependence of
the economy, demographic change and housing at a local level, as well as reflecting the
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impact of broader economic trends on the East of England. The employment forecasts
take account of the supply and demand for labour, the demographic forecasts reflect
labour market trends as they are reflected in migration (and natural change indirectly),
and the housing forecasts take account of both economic and demographic factors. This
structure allows scenarios which test the impact of variables upon each other — for
example, the impact of housing supply on economic variables (EEFM Technical Report
January 2015).

4.13 The Thanet Strategic Housing Market Assessment produced by GL Hearn in
January 2016 looked at the range of 1,200 — 5,100 additional jobs, with the latest
forecasts from the East of England Forecasting Model (EEFM) projecting growth in
employment of 4,800 (baseline) between 2011-31 (equivalent to 0.5% growth in jobs
pa). Taking account of commuting dynamics and the potential for some people to hold
down more than one job, it is anticipated that this would require an increase in the
resident workforce of up to 5,600 persons over the 2011-31 plan period.

4.14 In addition Kent County Council’s Economic and demographic forecasts for Thanet
District Council from February 2013 suggest that under the Short Term Migration Trend
projection suggests an additional 5,800 jobs could be supported by the population
growth associated with this projection (Table 4). This level of growth is broadly
comparable, though slightly above, the job growth driving the policy on scenario.

4.15 Taking in to account the range of labour supply forecasts about the amount of
floorspace to provide for would approximately be between 12 and 15 hectares.

Past Take up of Land

4.16 The Guidance also suggests that we also have to look at the past take up of land
when formulating the amount of land that has to be provided for. In order to do this we
looked at the past ten years of employment land delivery from the adoption of the Thanet
Local Plan 2006. This concludes that the past take up of land averages out 10,446sgm
per annum and this multiplied by the remaining plan period (x15 years) gives a potential
floorspace requirement of 15.7.

Projection to the end of the plan period (as at 2016)

Change 2006- Annual Average Requirement to 2031 sqm/ha
2016 (x15 years)
41,010 4,101 61,515 6.2
Bl
28,158 2,816 42,240 4.2
B2
35,495 3,550 53,250 5.3
B8
104,663 10,466 156,990 15.7
TOTAL

(A2 completions average 168sgm per annum so this has a negligible effect of the overall
figure equating to 0.25ha over the plan period. This is an average that comes from CIA
Table 4A in the 2016 KCC document. Prior to 2008 A2 was included with B1 in
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4.17 It is significant to note that the period looked at for the past take up of land
calculation (ie to the period of adoption of 2006 Local Plan) includes a period of national
recession and therefore does not represent an overly ambitious forecast result.

Conclusion

4.18 The labour demand forecast suggests that the amount of land to be planned for in
the district varies between 3 and 15 hectares. It is considered that to plan for the risk
based scenario would not represent positive planning and therefore a level between
‘baseline’ and ‘policy on’ was chosen. Given the uncertainties surrounding economic
forecasting two other forecasting methods were also assessed. Past trends and labour
supply forecasts suggest that a figure towards the higher range of the 3 scenarios set
out in the labour supply calculation is more appropriate therefore it is considered that the
land supply to be planned for should be 15 hectares.

Key Findings:

e |tis concluded that Thanet’s functional economic area is East Kent and
particularly Canterbury and Dover districts.*

¢ Interms of Economic Forecasts the labour demand forecast suggests that the
amount of land to be planned for in the district varies between 3 and 15 hectares.
Past trends and labour supply forecasts suggest that a figure towards the higher
level is more appropriate and therefore it is considered that the land supply to be
planned for should be 15 hectares.

*Dover District Council objects to Dover’s identification within Thanet's housing market area.
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Review and appraisal of existing sites/floorspace update

5.1 The NPPF says at paragraph 22 that planning policies should avoid the long term
protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect
of a site being used for that purpose. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed.
Where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated
employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated
on their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land
uses to support sustainable local communities. Therefore it is appropriate to carry out a
further review of employment sites based on the latest evidence. This derives from the
Economic and Employment Assessment 2012, the Employment Land Review 2010 and
the updates in this document.

5.2 The 2010 Employment Land Review looked at the Allocated Sites, Retained Sites
and Additional Sites. An update of this follows:

Employment Land allocation strateqy

5.3 This section of the document firstly looks at the conclusions of the 2010 Employment
Land Review, outlines current circumstances and reviews the sites in accordance with
new information available.

ELR Conclusions

5.4 The 2010 ELR suggested that based on projections that 51.6ha (including element of
contingency) of employment land was needed to the end of the plan period which at the
time was 2026. A generous supply was recommended due to the nature of the Thanet
economy and the need to stimulate growth and ensure that no significant opportunities
are lost.

5.5 Projections indicated that 37% of floorspace/land is required for B8
development,36% for B1 development, and 27% for B2 development. B1 development
should exist close to town centres and urban areas. Sites for B8 uses should be
available with good access to the strategic road network, and B2 uses should be
provided away from residential areas. The report concluded that a range of sites which
are suitable for both inward investment opportunities, and accessible to growth in
existing markets should be considered. New development needs to be flexible and
affordable to the local market, and in particular the provision of starter units and mid
range property.

5.6 The ELR found there were 12 sites with land available for future development
totalling approximately 85ha of undeveloped land plus an additional two sites with
potential for future development — the latter which are the Fire Training School and the
Northern grass airside development area at the airport. 74.5ha of land was considered
good or excellent quality for future employment purposes and suitable for a mix of B1,
B2 and B8 uses. The ELR also recommended that the 24 existing retained sites
allocated in the Thanet Local Plan 2006 should remain retained. The sites were scored
according to their marketability, sustainability, deliverability and strategic planning
factors. Many of the sites scored good or excellent against these criteria however, it was
noted that a number of the retained sites exhibited relatively poor building quality, and
whilst they were currently functioning well as employment locations, the condition of the
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buildings could affect future functionality. The sites in greatest need for renewal/upgrade
were:
o Dane Valley Industrial Estate, St Peters

e Princes Road Depot, Ramsgate

e Factories, Suffolk Avenue

e All Saints Industrial Estate

e Parts of Haine Road, Pysons Road and Westwood Industrial Estate

5.7 The ELR also scored a number of additional employment sites that were over the
0.25 ha threshold. These sites were considered for retention to avoid their loss to
alternative uses.

5.8 Manston Business Park was considered to provide the ideal site for inward investors
and potential development opportunities for growing existing businesses in the district to
relocate. In view of their sustainable location, the slow take up by traditional employment
uses and given the overall quantity of employment land both Eurokent Business Park
and Thanet Reach Business Park were considered to have potential for partial release.

5.9 The ELR also concluded that there was demand for property from within the local
market on a smaller scale. Despite the economic situation being poor, the vacancy
levels for these types of property were low showing a demand. It concluded that the
most crucial factor for the indigenous market is that the premises are affordable. The
important role of start up space was also recognised, which provide small scale, flexible
units with easy in/out arrangements — there are three innovation centres across the
district which serve this important role (the Kent Innovation Centre, the Marlowe
Innovation Centre and the Margate Media Centre).

5.10 Rural provision was also considered but with the proximity of Thanet’s rural areas
to the urban areas, the strategic sites and the existing allocation of Hedgend Industrial
Estate in St Nicholas at Wade indicated no need for additional rural employment land
allocations. The ELR concluded that the majority of rural space is provided through
conversion of redundant agricultural buildings, and evidence suggests that these are
popular types of accommodation for business in Thanet.

Forecasted demand for employment space and current situation

5.11 In December 2012 the Council commissioned an Economic and Employment
assessment which looked at job growth forecasts to the end of the plan period (now
2031).The assessment looked at what sectors of the economy are likely to grow and
what this means in terms of floorspace that will need to be planned for. The report
looked at a range of job growth scenarios and concluded that between 3 and 15
hectares of employment land is needed over the plan period. (More detailed information
on this is contained in parts A and B of the Employment Topic Paper and the Economic
and Employment Assessment 2012). This report also explores other methods of
economic forecasting and considers their results.

5.12 According to evidence in 2013 Thanet had approximately 74.64 hectares of
allocated employment land currently available. In addition to this there is 86.41 hectares
of established employment floorspace that is retained through saved policy EC12 from
the Thanet Local Plan 2006. On these retained sites there is also a remaining
developable area of 6.4 hectares.
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5.13 While planning for a generous supply of employment land is important for Thanet
there is clearly a current oversupply of land over the new plan period to 2031. The
economic and employment assessment concludes that only 30% of employment growth
is likely to be within the traditional B use classes that are found on business parks such
as manufacturing, construction, and distribution. The major areas of growth over the plan
period are within the green economy and tourism sectors. (Economic and Employment
Assessment 2012)

5.14 The primary green sector includes green infrastructure activities such as landscape
architecture and nature reserve activities and waste management activities such as
recycling and wholesale of scrap. Secondary green sector activities include energy
equipment manufacture and professional, scientific and technical activities. Tourism
sector activities include hotel, restaurant and bar activities, travel agency and
sports/recreation activities. Some, but not all green economy sector activities will need to
be accommodated on employment land, however the majority of tourist uses will not.

5.15 Another area of predicted growth is the service sector which includes town centre
uses such as retail, accommodation and food services, professional services such as
legal and accountancy. Government services such as education, residential and social
care and health services are also estimated to grow over the plan period. Sui generis
uses are uses which do not fall into a particular use class and include such uses as
petrol filling stations and motor car showrooms and clearly we will need to be flexible
with employment land to ensure all types of growth are accommodated.

5.16 It is clear from the evidence that traditional employment sites are not as much in
demand, and employment growth is occurring in other sectors. In order to respond to
this we need to review our strategy in terms of the allocation of employment land and
consider the need to be flexible with the land we have in order to support the
employment sectors that are growing in the District.

The Allocation Strategy

5.17 The Employment land review concluded that we need 7.7ha (baseline) of
employment land to 2026 which is not at odds with the findings of the Economic and
Employment assessment 2012 which concluded that we need between 3 and 15
hectares. This is significantly below what is allocated in the current local Plan and given
the latest policy position with the National Planning Policy Framework a review of the
allocated sites with a view to deallocating those which are not fit for purpose was
appropriate.

5.18 Many of the conclusions of the ELR are still relevant. There is still a need to provide
land for potential inward investment that also provides opportunities for growing existing
businesses to relocate to and there is also a need for affordable premises from the
indigenous market and start up space also fulfils and important role.

5.19 Also since the ELR was written and as discussed earlier in this document the Pfizer
pharmaceutical plant at Sandwich closed and the Discovery Park Enterprise Zone has
taken its place. With the range of benefits offered by its enterprise zone status available
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just across the district boundary the park is likely to have an impact on the demand for
employment land in Thanet. The proximity of the enterprise zone to Thanet is positive for
employment and it is considered that Thanet should align its economic strategy in order
to complement Discovery Park.

5.20 As an overall strategy we need to cater mainly for small to medium businesses and
tourism and leisure related trade. We also need to make some land available for larger
businesses although some of these businesses may be drawn towards Discovery Park.
Thanet’'s employment allocations will complement this trend. Some of the poorer quality
retained sites in the urban area will be released in order to trigger reinvestment in some
of our larger established sites such as Pysons Road, Haine Road and Westwood
Industrial Estate as parts of these sites were recognised as needing renewal/upgrade in
the ELR. We will need to protect some sites to ensure they are not lost to higher value
uses such as housing, small employment sites that are important to the local economy
and located within residential areas are particularly vulnerable. Good quality sites that
are within the urban and rural confines will be retained, and of particular importance are
quality sites that support our SME’s such as Manston Green. Where possible there
should be a balance of sites across the District.

5.21 Discussions with stakeholders have revealed the need to keep a range of sites for
cheap premises and business start ups. We also need to retain some sites that can
accommodate “dirty uses” such as paint spraying and tyre recycling. Some sites are also
needed in the rural area to support the rural economy in line with the National Planning
Policy Framework. We need a “flagship” site for inward investment and that can
accommodate growing indigenous businesses.

5.22 Evidence also shows that we need “flexible” sites on which we can accept
alternative non B use class uses as there is potential demand for employment
generating uses that are currently not provided for.

Sustainability Appraisal

5.23 The Interim Sustainability Appraisal published in May 2013 assessed options for
determining the amount of employment land required, and continuing to protect existing
employment sites. It concluded the following:

Amount of employment land
5.24 In relation to how much employment land is needed, the initial SA assessment
looked at the following options:

Employment growth forecasts (from Experian)

Previous rates of take up of land

Maintaining the existing supply of land

Include contingency when determining the amount of land to allocate

5.25 The sustainability appraisal concluded that is difficult to assess the options in
relation to the amount of employment land, due to uncertainties associated with the type
of development, density and location. The only indicators where there were differences
between the options were related to economic development.
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5.26 Maintaining the existing supply of employment land and allowing for additional land
to ensure flexibility and choice, performed the best.

5.27 The difficulty in assessing these will be overcome at the site allocations stage and
potential development management policies will also help to mitigate against potentially
adverse effects.

Location and Type of Employment Land
5.28 In relation to the location and type of employment land the sustainability appraisal
considered the following options:

e Relax the uses permitted on some of the allocated employment sites to allow
other employment generating uses outside of the B classes.

e Maintain a variety of sites in a range of locations across the district

e Provide all employment land in a single location or cluster in the district

e Use of allocated supply to select sites

5.29 The option to use the existing allocated supply from which to select sites is less
likely to result in adverse effects and has the greatest opportunity to deliver beneficial
effects. Concentrating employment sites in one area (at the single site or cluster) could
disadvantage the rest of the District. The single site option could also result in residents
having to commute longer distances to get to work and therefore they would be more
reliant on the private car.

5.30 All of the options are likely to have a beneficial effect on economic growth within
Thanet. In most cases potentially adverse effects can be mitigated against during the
assessment of allocations.

Protection of existing employment sites

5.31 The two options assessed were whether to continue with policy protection for
identified employment sites from the 2006 Thanet Local Plan. The option to continue
with policy protection was predicted as having the potential to result in a significant
positive effect, particularly in terms of job creation and supporting economic growth. The
option to cease the policy protection performed better in terms of its potential to have
indirect benefits for housing by potentially allowing a greater area of land for housing and
other types of development. Neither option resulted in a significant adverse effect.

Individual site assessment and how the sites fit into the strategy.

5.32 This section reviews each employment site from the ELR individually. The sites
have been scored using the same methodology as the Employment Land Review i.e.
marketability, sustainability and deliverability. Strategic planning factors was removed as
a category as the there is no strategic plan in place with the abolition of the south east
plan. More information on scoring methodology can be found in the Employment Land
Review 2010. This section also provides an update on circumstances, and assesses
how successfully each site fits into the new allocation strategy before making
recommendations.
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5.33 It will be necessary to keep under review the portfolio of sites especially given the
recent duty on commercial premises to have Energy Performance Certification.
Measures may be expensive to retrofit and may have an impact on some of the older
stock.

Manston Business Park

5.34 This is the largest area of employment land in Thanet. It is still considered to be
ideally located for inward investment as it is centrally located adjacent to the airport and
near the port. The site enjoys very good road infrastructure with access dual
carriageway access to the M25 and the East Kent Access road to the south. The site is
owned by East Kent opportunities which is a joint venture between Kent County Council
and Thanet District Council to bring forward economic growth and regeneration, and is
marketed by Savills.

5.35 Current occupiers of the sites are Summit Aviation, Invicta produce, and Cohline.
There has been a recent completion of 3 business units 2,345 in size for B1, B2 and B8
use on the corner of Invicta Way and Columbus Avenue and one of the units will be
occupied by Rowe Atlantic.

5.36 There has also been a large development by Manyweathers Property Ltd
constructed on the corner of Columbus Avenue and Invicta Way.

5.37 There is also planning permission for a development of 46 industrial units and 4
office units on the opposite side of Columbus Avenue.

5.38 This site scored a high 12 out of 15 mainly due to its prime location with
good/recently upgraded transport connections and recent developments indicating that
the site is marketable.

5.39 This site is considered to be the flagship inward investment site for the district and
its allocation should be carried forward. It is approximately half developed and there is
some infrastructure in place. As this site is somewhat unique it is considered that a
range of other employment sites should be allocated in the plan period to provide a
range of sites

Eurokent Business Park

5.40 This site is well placed and situated roughly equidistant between the three main
Thanet towns. It is located between the recently developed Westwood Town Centre, a
retail and leisure hub, and the Royal Harbour Academy School. This is a highly
accessible and sustainable site with the Eurokent, highway improvements and
infrastructure are already in place for the site.

5.41 The most northern part of the site was developed for leisure uses in 2007, as part
of the Westwood Cross development, and houses a multiplex cinema, restaurants and
Casino. The Grupo Antolin building has been demolished and has been replaced by the
new Sainsburys Store. The centre of the site remains undeveloped, with approximately
20 hectares of vacant land. At the south of the site lies the Marlowe Innovation Centre,
which was completed in August 2008, and provides affordable accommodation for
innovative small businesses, with a mix of light industrial and office space. Adjacent to
this is the Eurokent Business Park, a joint venture by SEEDA in conjunction with Thanet
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District Council, comprising a high quality scheme of imaginatively designed units, with
flexible accommodation serving a mixture of B1, B2 and B8 uses. At the time of visiting
three industrial units and one office unit were vacant although later information has
revealed that two of the industrial units are due to be sold. Laleham School has also
recently been relocated to the southern part of the site.

5.42 A planning application was submitted for a mixed-use development for up to 350
dwellings; up to 63,000sgm Class B1 business floorspace and sui generis use; a new
local centre comprising up to 2,000sgm convenience retail (class Al, A2, A3),
community facilities up to 5,000 sgm (class D1/D2) and community healthcare up to
1,200sgm (class D1). This was refused by the Council and the subsequent appeal
upheld (APP/Z2260/A/14/2213265) allowing up to 550 dwellings, up to
54,550sgm class B1 floorspace, car showroom of up to 8,151sqm, a local centre
comprising up to 2,000sgm Class Al (Shops), Class A2 (Cafes and
Restaurants), community facilities up to 5,000sgm (Class D1/D2) and community
healthcare up to 1,200sgm (Class D1), and associated highway works. The
permission contains a series of “up to” statements and the site cannot
accommodate all of the aforementioned quantum’s.

5.43 The site scored 11 out of 15 in the rescoring exercise mainly because of prime
location. Due to its location close to the commercial area in Westwood this site is
considered suitable for flexible uses and should be allocated as such and it may be
appropriate to de-allocate some of the site.

Thanet Reach Business Park

5.44 This site has good cycle and pedestrian links and is close to the Westwood area. It
has been partially developed for Canterbury Christ Church College and the Kent
Innovation Centres. A substantial part of the site is still undeveloped and as reported in
the ELR the now East Kent College is no longer wishing to locate its campus at Thanet
Reach. It is considered that the site is suitable for B1 business and education uses. It is
considered that the Northern part of the site should be retained so that the expansion of
the current uses which is high quality, managed workspace for start up and indigenous
business is not stifled. There is also potential for expansion of the University and this
should be encouraged on the Northern part of the site.

5.45 The site scored 11 out of 15 as the site is available and in a good location. Uses
may be constrained by the predominantly residential location.

Manston Road, Ramsgate

5.46 The allocated parts of the site are split in two. On one of the sites is the Beacon
Centre which accommodates the Thanet NHS Community Health Team. The remaining
developable land and the other site to the south is vacant with poor accessibility. With
regard to the retained parts of the site the Old Timber Yard is poorly maintained with no
vacant units and the section containing the Flambeau Europlast building is in very poor
condition.

5.47 The allocated parts of the site containing the NHS Beacon development and the
remaining developable land scored 10 out of 15. The site is good quality and in a fairly
sustainable location but has remained vacant. Given the downturn in the market and the
availability of other land it is unlikely to be developed in the future.
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5.48 The retained parts of the site incorporating the Old Timber yard and the Flambeau
Europlast section scored 8 reflecting the poor quality of the sites and that redevelopment
is likely to be unviable.

5.49 The retained site is not viable for business use to the end of the plan period and
there is little demand for the allocated sites. Therefore it is considered that both the
retained and allocated parts of the site should be de-allocated.

5.50 Flambeau had indicated that they wished to relocate so this should be deallocated.
Outline consent for 120 houses was granted in 2017. The OIld Timber Yard, despite
being of poor quality was fully occupied and therefore retention in the short term is
considered appropriate. It is recommended that the site be protected during the plan
period to 2031 and reviewed thereafter.

Hedgend Industrial estate

5.51 The buildings at Hedgend are good quality and comprise a range of sizes. Hedgend
is in a rural location with good access to the A299 Thanet way. The site is busy and
appears suitable for general industrial use. The site is still considered ideal for
distribution activities. The site is in an isolated location, well shielded from view and
away from residential properties and it is therefore considered that this would be a
suitable site for dirty uses which it is understood there is some demand for.

5.52 Land at McNab kennels previously had outline permission for the erection of three
buildings for general industrial use B2 comprising 12 units.

5.53 The site scored 10 out of 15 as it is well located in terms of access to the primary
road network rather than sustainability and that is proving a popular site with scope for
further development.

5.54 As the site is functioning well, may be likely to expand in the near future and fulfils a
role within the strategy for dirty uses it is considered that this site should continue to be
allocated.

Westwood Industrial Estate

5.55 This is the largest retained site located on the main road network and it contains a
mix of industries and uses including a church/community building. The site contains 3
retail units, and has partly been developed for residential. There is also the Thor
Chemicals section of the site which has been decommissioned.

5.56 The site has many different sections containing both small and large units and
these vary in quality. The greatest vacancy at the time of visiting was 2 or 3 units within
the Goodwin Park section of the site with one unit actively being marketed.

5.57 Some sections of the site are in poor repair but overall the site functions well and
there is a good turnover of units. It is considered that some reinvestment is needed in
the site but it is a large strategic site and important to the overall economic strategy.
5.58 The site scores 11 out of 15 as the site is a popular vibrant site containing a range
of employment uses of various sizes.
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5.59 This site already caters for a range of uses and is an accessible location in Margate
and therefore could be a suitable location for flexible business use and as such it should
be retained. The site also has scope to accommodate future employment generating
development.

Pysons Road Industrial estate

5.60 This is a large, important and well established site located on the main road
network. It is occupied by a variety of businesses with a significant amount of
heavy/specialist B2 industry such as Fujifilm. This site is split into many sections with
varying quality and some are quite poor particularly the Lysander Close section with 4
buildings apparently vacant and parked vehicles over pavement and verges. The site as
a whole appears to function well and has fairly low vacancy rates. The appearance of
Pysons Road as a whole is pleasant with the largest business on the site, Fuijifiim, being
the main visual focus within attractive open landscaping.

5.61 The site scored 11 out of 15 as it is a large popular site with a range of premises.
Like Westwood Industrial Estate, some sections of the site are in poor repair but overall
the site functions well and there are a good turnover of units. It is considered that some
reinvestment is needed in the site but it is a large strategic site and important to the
overall economic strategy.

5.62 It was considered that parts of the site should be considered for de allocation
because complaints had been received from the residents of Hopes Lane about the
industrial units opposite. The buildings of the former Focus DIY also do not contribute
positively to the Pysons Road Industrial Estate.

Dane Valley Industrial Estate

5.63 This is a large site occupied by a wide variety of business and industry but parts of
the site are in extremely poor condition. It is very busy with only 2 or 3 apparent
vacancies. The site layout is confusing and presentation generally poor and in parts
parking is very bad. The Site contains St Peter's House, an office of Kent County
Council.

5.64 The site was scored in two sections. The developed part of the site scored 9 as it
has some access and parking difficulties. However the site proves extremely popular
and is occupied by a range of business. The site also provides crucial cheap business
accommodation that supports our local small to medium enterprises and the site is still
expanding.

5.65 Since the ELR was completed a development of 7 industrial units has been
erected. This is called the Copper Leaf Business Park.

5.66 The undeveloped part is owned by UK Power networks and does not form part of
the business park. It is separated from the rest of the site by the railway line and access
is poor. Given the downturn in the market, low demand and the constrained nature of
this site the undeveloped part of the site is considered unsuitable for business use.

5.67 It is considered that undeveloped parts of the site should be de-allocated but the
remainder of the site should be retained in order to trigger reinvestment in the poorer
parts of the site.
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Haine Road (Leigh Road) Industrial Estate

5.68 This is a large site on the urban edge of Ramsgate that is well located on the road
network. The site has a mix of buildings of different ages and sizes that are in generally
satisfactory condition. The site layout and presentation is good but parking is
inadequate. There is a high take up of units with only 1 or 2 appearing vacant at the time
of visiting. There is a large sign company presence on the site.

5.69 The site scored a high 13 out of 15 due to its sustainable location, proximity to the
primary transport network and popularity.

5.70 The site caters well for an expanding medium sized offer and is therefore an
important site to retain. Access to the site is currently limited but a right hand turn lane
accessing the site is in the pipeline which will overcome the problem.

Laundry Road (Telegraph Hill) Industrial Estate

5.71 This site is in a good location close to the strategic road network. This access has
been further improved by the new East Kent Access road. This is a good popular site in
the rural area and units are in demand. A large proportion of the site is occupied by
Whites Transport, a local haulage company and this has been recently extended. The
site has good buildings, good layout and parking. There appeared to be only 2 vacant
units on visiting.

5.72 This site scores 13 out of a possible 15 as it is a popular large site located in the
rural area but close to the strategic road network and there is potential for expansion.

5.73 As this site is in good condition, in high demand, and in the rural area it should be
considered for retention.

All Saints Industrial Estate

5.74 This site is in poor condition including buildings, external areas and the access road
which is unmade. The site is bounded by the railway and some residential units. There
was only one vacant unit at the time of visiting. There is plenty of undeveloped land
around the site which is currently used as a dumping ground and constitutes a very poor
use of the site. The site currently caters for some “dirty” uses but the Council has in the
past received Environmental Health complaints related to this from the nearby residents.

5.75 The site scored 9 out of a possible 15 mainly due to the fact that the site is in a
highly sustainable location in Margate Town Centre.

5.76 Planning permission for the erection of two industrial units had been granted on a
derelict and unsightly part of the site. This has yet to be implemented.

5.77 The site is in poor condition but it caters for dirty uses. It is considered that the site
should remain allocated in the short term pending review for the next plan period.

Tivoli Road Industrial Estate

5.78 This site is bounded by the railway line and residential properties. The site
comprises three large buildings that are in good condition. Heavy parking in the
residential roads surrounding the site is an access constraint for the site.
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5.79 The site scored 8 out of a possible 15 as it is located in a constrained residential
area and is incompatible with surrounding uses leading particularly to parking and
access problems.

5.80 Although the site is currently functioning well it is not suitable for large scale
commercial use given the town centre/residential location. Kent Highways have
commented that the site is not conducive to large vehicle movements. The site is not
suitable for dirty uses as it is not hidden and is in very close proximity to residential
properties. The 3 large units represented here are better suited to one of Thanet’s larger
employment sites.

5.81 As this site is currently full and functioning well it is considered appropriate to
protect it in the short term in the plan period to 2031 and reconsider this thereafter.

Cromptons Site

5.82 This site is located in the commercial area of Westwood. It is an excellent modern
site occupied by two well established businesses. The high quality buildings are also
considered suitable for occupation by other businesses. Poorhole Lane has recently
been upgraded providing improved access to the site.

5.83 This site scored highly with 13 out of a possible 15 due to its good location and the
overall quality of the site.

5.84 The site is inappropriate for other uses as it is located within the green wedge and
therefore it is recommended that this site is retained.

Jentex

5.85 This is a single occupier site owned by Jentex Fuel Qils. The site comprises a mix
of buildings, oil tanks and open storage. The owner has indicated that the use is no
longer viable and the site is being decommissioned. Four tanks have been removed and
the remaining use of the site is holding gas oil for ships which is increasingly being taken
direct from the refinery to destination by road. In addition the main road into Ramsgate
has now bypassed the Jentex site as part of planned road improvements. The existing
buildings are unviable for re occupation by other businesses due to the cost of
remediation.

5.86 The site scored 4 out of a possible 15 due to the redundant nature of the site and
the site is undeliverable as part of Thanet's employment land portfolio.

5.87 The owner has indicated that their aspiration is to redevelop most and probably all
of the site for extra care housing/community related use but there are contamination
concerns on the site. For these reasons it is considered that the site should not be
retained for employment use.

140-144 Newington Road
5.88 The site was originally occupied by Piper windows but they have since gone into

receivership and the site has been redeveloped as a primary school to provide up to 420
school places.
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5.89 The site scored 9 out of a possible 15 as it is in a fairly sustainable urban location
however, the proximity to the residential areas is a constraint in itself. Access is poor
through heavily parked up streets and opening hours have had to be restricted. Kent
Highways Services have advised that the site has lorry routing issues and that it is
incompatible with the surrounding uses.

5.90 It is recommended that this site is no longer protected for employment uses.

Princes Road Deport

5.91 This site contains a number of small businesses but is in poor condition. It is
adjacent to a residential area with a railway line to the north. The site is disorganised
and poorly maintained.

5.92 The site scored 9 out of a possible 15 largely to do with its sustainable location.
There are a number of businesses operating from the cheap premises on site and one of
the units is being upgraded.

5.93 The site is incompatible with the residential area opposite however it is adjacent to
the Pioneer business park and is well located close to Ramsgate railway station. The
ELR concluded that this site was in need of refurbishment and this is still the case but as
this is beginning to happen and the site provides inexpensive units it is considered that
the site should continue to be protected.

Pioneer Business Park

5.94 This site is well maintained and is in a sustainable location near to Ramsgate
Railway Station. It is not suitable for intensification but caters well for small to medium
sized enterprises.

5.95 It scored 12 out of a possible 15 in the assessment and therefore it is
recommended that this site is protected.

Whitehall Road Industrial Estate

5.96 This site is located within a residential area and has a mix of B2 uses. It has two
industrial buildings dating from the 1970’s that are in satisfactory condition which
accommodate a number of small to medium sized businesses There was one vacant
unit at the time of visiting.

5.97 The site scores 10 out of a possible 15 as it is a sustainable site within the urban
area. It is surrounded by residential uses which make it incompatible with the use of
heavy goods vehicles. The site provides affordable premises for small to medium
businesses and therefore it is recommended that protection of this site should continue.

Northdown Industrial Estate

5.98 This site contains a single industrial building split into 11 small office buildings. The
buildings are in poor condition but the presentation is good. The site is functioning well
with only one apparent vacancy.

5.99 The site scores 10 out of 15 as it is a popular site with planning permission. It
provides cheap premises for small businesses and is compatible with the Dane Valley
Business Park next door.
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5.100 In 2011 permission was granted for the erection of a two story office/store building
following demolition of garages which was implemented. This demonstrates demand on
the site.

5.101 As this site is proving resilient to the economic downturn and provides vital
affordable premises it is recommended that protection for the site should be protected.

Suffolk Avenue factories
5.102 This is a small site in a predominantly residential area. There are two large
buildings on site, one is in poor condition.

5.103 The site scored 6 out of a possible as the site is wholly incompatible with the
surrounding residential area. Access is very poor and the surrounding roads are heavily
parked up, and Kent Highways have indicated that there are lorry routing issues.
Furthermore, noise complaints have been received by TDC’s Environmental Health
Department.

5.104 The owner of the site has indicated that they wish to relocate elsewhere in Thanet
and redevelop the site for housing. The site has been marketed for employment use and
no interest has been shown. For these reasons and considering the low demand for
employment land and the availability of higher scoring sites it is considered that this site
should no longer be protected.

Manston Green

5.105 This is a small site within Manston village confines and is occupied by small
cottage industries. There is currently a new office development underway demonstrating
that the site in attractive and in demand.

5.106 The site scored 12 out of 15 as it is very well presented and is compatible with the
rural area. At the time of visiting there were no vacancies. This site provides a unique
offer in the rural area and is good for small to medium enterprises. It is recommended
that the policy protection for this site should remain.

Magnet and Southern

5.107 This site contains a single building with an open forecourt to the front which is
presentable. The site is within the Newington residential area and part of the site has
been developed for 5 houses.

5.108 The site scored 9 out of 15 as despite its sustainable urban location it is
incompatible with the surrounding residential area.

5.109 Given the low demand for employment land and the availability of better scoring
sites it is considered that this site should no longer be protected.

St Lawrence Industrial Estate

5.110 This is a very small site with one building split into 5 units containing a mix of small
businesses which appeared to be fully occupied. The buildings are in satisfactory
condition but access, turning and parking is poor. The site is bounded by residential
properties and a school.
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5.111 The site scored 12 out of 15 mainly as it is located within a sustainable urban
location. The scoring concludes that lorry routing is poor and that redevelopment of the
site would be incompatible with surrounding uses but this is not necessarily at odds with
the current use of the site which is characterised by small uses where the use of lorries
would be unlikely. As the site provides small affordable units it is recommended that
protection for the site should be continued.

Fuller’s Yard

5.112 This site contains 12 units for office and light industry. The site is owned by TDC
and most of the buildings are in good condition. The site is bounded by education
facilities and residential. At the time of visiting 5 units were vacant and were being
marketed.

5.113 The site scored 12 out of 15 as it is in a sustainable urban location that is well
maintained and provides small affordable units.

5.114 Consultation revealed that the site is popular and caters well for small to medium
enterprises. As the site is a small scale, town centre site that caters for SME’s it is
considered that the site should continue to be protected.

Manston Road Depot

5.115 The site comprises TDC'’s refuse and recycling depot. The majority of the site is
open storage. The site has a poor visual appearance but is not visible from the road. The
main building is in reasonable condition. There are proposals to erect a waste sorting
and transfer building and extend the office and workshop building.

5.116 The site was not re-scored as the site does not contribute to the overall land
allocation strategy however it is likely to remain in this use, is difficult to relocate and
may need to expand in the future. The site importantly provides for waste uses in
Thanet. If the site is de-allocated then it becomes a site in the open countryside and any
expansion will be stifled. It is therefore recommended that the current allocation is
retained but should not contribute to the employment land supply.

5.117 The Employment Land Review identified a further 13 sites from Kent County
Council’'s Commercial Information Audit and the Business Rates Ratings List, which
were considered for protection. These were in addition to those that were allocated and
protected in the Thanet Local Plan 2006. The decision was taken not to re score these
sites as the National Planning Policy Framework states at paragraph 22 that we should
avoid the long term protection of sites for employment use where there is no reasonable
prospect of an allocated site being used for that purpose. Thanet is currently
oversupplied with employment land and the forecasted need to the end of the plan
period along with a margin of error/buffer can be adequately accommodated from the
current supply. It would be contrary to National Policy to protect more land for
employment purposes to 2031.

5.118 A number of site submissions were received requesting employment land
allocations. Consideration of these submissions can be found at Appendix 2.

48

Appendix G.1.3 (Part A)



Omission Site Submissions

5.119 A number of employment omission sites have been submitted during the various
stages of Local Plan consultation and these are listed in appendix 2. The floorspace
requirement identified can be accommodated by the existing employment allocations
from the Thanet Local Plan 2006. In accordance with advice in the Sustainability
Appraisal sites were selected for allocation from the current supply effectively meaning
that omission sites were not needed as allocated sites have already been assessed for
suitability and fitness for purpose. Selecting sites from our current supply (i.e. those
allocated in the Thanet Local Plan 2006) was the most sustainable option.

5.120 The Manston airport site was submitted as an omission site in 2015. Given the
advice from Avia Solutions report that the aviation use on the site is unlikely during the
Local Plan period, and the increased need for housing following the 2016 sub national
population projections the airport site was assessed alongside other suitable omission
sites that either on their own or in combination were able to form a new settlement.
Advice from the sustainability appraisal was that the airport site was considered most
sustainable largely due to its brownfield element. The report concludes that sustainability
considerations should be at the forefront when considering a new settlement and
therefore it was considered that an element of employment use was needed in order for
the site to be sustainable. It was concluded that employment land on the site should be
allocated and it was considered that this could complement Manston Business Park. The
planning application for the site was accompanied by a business plan which detailed that
“advanced manufacturing” industrial units were in demand from developing businesses
at Discovery Park. This element also complemented Thanet’s Economic Growth
Strategy.

5.121 However, despite the identification of a potential new mixed use settlement the
Council recognises that a DCO process is underway by RiverOak Strategic Partners to
acquire the site for aviation use as an NSIP project.

5.122 The outcome of the process is still unknown and therefore it would be
inappropriate to allocate the airport for an alternative use at this stage. This reflects the
decision of Full Council in July 2018.

Key Findings and Recommendations

Having assessed the type of employment land needed in Thanet and scored the sites
from the existing employment land supply the following conclusions were drawn:

The following sites should be de-allocated from the Local Plan

Manston Road (part)
Thanet Reach (part)
Eurokent (part)

Manston Road was not considered necessary to contribute to the employment land
portfolio given the amount of land available and the nearby provision at Manston
Business Park and Eurokent. The Southern part of this site was considered surplus to
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requirements and potential uses may be constrained by the predominantly residential
location. The Northern part of the site is considered suitable for education uses and B1
uses. Again Eurokent is a large site and given the demand for employment land over the
plan period to retain the whole of the site as an employment allocation was considered
unnecessary. Eurokent remains an important site but it is considered that a mix of uses
on the site would be more appropriate. A planning appeal has allowed mixed us
development on the site. De allocated parts of Manston Road and Thanet Reach are
also being considered through the SHLAA process.

The following sites should no longer be protected for employment purposes:

e Manston Road Industrial Estate
e 144 Newington Road

e Magnet and Southern

e Pysons Road (part)

e Dane Valley (part)

o Suffolk Road Factories

o Jentex

These sites were not considered to contribute positively to the employment land strategy
and in many cases were incompatible with surrounding uses.

The following sites scored well in the assessments and provide a range of large and

small sites at varying locations around the District. They allow flexibility of uses and cater
for all types of business

Allocated sites

Site Total Site Area Remaining
(ha) employment
allocation (ha)
Manston Business 75.2 42.53
Park
Eurokent 38.6 5.45
Thanet Reach 9.74 3.7
Hedgend 2.46 1.61
TOTAL 126 53.29

Retained Sites

Site Size Remaining
developable
Area
Cromptons 2.26 0
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Haine Road 6.52 0.28
Manston Green 0.38 0
The Old Timber Yard 1.97 0
Pioneer 0.64 0
Fullers Yard 0.17 0
Laundry Road 3.68 0
Pysons Road 20.31 0.52
St Lawrence 0.19 0
Tivoli Road 2.45 0
Westwood Ind Est 25.9 0.75
Northdown 0.89 0
Princes Road 0.98 0.25
Whitehall Road 0.95 0
Dane Valley (developed) 5.04 0

Flexible Sites

It is recommended that the following sites be allocated all or partially as flexible sites as
they already contain a strong element of non B uses and they are geographically spread
around the District:

e Westwood Industrial Estate (part)

e Eurokent

e Dane Valley Industrial Estate
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Employment Land Supply

6.1 The Council has allocated the following sites for employment generating purposes in
the Local Plan to 2031. Acceptable uses will be B1 (business), B2 (general Industry)
where appropriate, and B8 (storage and distribution) as well as education and flexible
uses on some sites. The individual policies provide more detail.

Site Total Site Area Remaining
(ha) employment
allocation (ha)
Manston Business 75.2 42.53
Park
Eurokent 38.6 5.45
Thanet Reach 9.74 3.7
Hedgend 2.46 1.61
TOTAL 126 53.29

6.2 It is acknowledged that the amount of land allocated represents a significant
oversupply of employment land. However, it is considered that this is justified for the
following reasons:-

e The Economic and Employment Assessment 2012 (EEA) Experian suggested
that:

Based on these figures it is evident that the requirement for employment land is
relatively low. Clearly a margin of error would need to be factored in, but they do
suggest that relatively new employment land is required under the baseline and
an amount closer to the lowest end of the ELR projections would be required.
Conversely positive planning will be required to consider how non B Class
employment growth will be accommodated.

e The EEA concluded that only 30% of employment growth would be in the
traditional B Use Classes suggesting that a flexible approach to employment
generating development needs to be adopted on our employment sites. In
response to this it has been decided that flexible uses will be allowed on some
employment sites including Eurokent subject to the application of the sequential
test. This will inevitably lead to a loss of B Use Class floorspace in order to allow
for this.

On certain sites, wider employment generating uses will be allowed in addition to
traditional B1, B2 and B8 employment uses. The “flexible uses” include leisure,
tourism and other town centre uses which, due to scale and format cannot be
accommodated within town centres. They also include uses known as sui generis
which do not fall into a category in the Use Classes Order. These include uses
such as car showrooms and creches.

e The Eurokent appeal decision (APP/Z2260/A/14/2213265 allows up to 5.45 ha of
employment land and up to 550 houses. The size of the site constrains the
implementation of both of the “up to” figures and therefore it is unlikely that all of
the 5.45 hectares will be delivered. Furthermore an early masterplan for the site
indicated that 8 acres of the site would be dedicated to employment leaving 2.25
hectares of the permission unimplemented and not possible on the site in future.

e The majority of allocated land is at Manston Business Park. Approximately 42
hectares remains undeveloped although there have been a number of recent
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developments following slow take up of the site. However, given deliverability
problems and the history of slow land take up then it is considered that the
delivery of site will progress beyond the 2031 horizon of the Local Plan. As the
site is approximately half developed it would not represent positive planning to
remove it from employment allocation and to do so would leave an undersupply
of employment land especially given all of the justifications for maintaining an
oversupply.

e Maintaining an oversupply facilitates the replacement of old stock. An element of
vacancy on employment sites allows for the movement and expansion of firms as
well as improvement. The ELR 2010 states that it is assumed that a vacancy rate
of 10% allows this to occur successfully.

e The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England)
Order 2015 laws have changed putting the loss of B1(a) office use out of
planning control.

e An element of sui generis uses takes up employment land. Between 2011 and
2016 there was 1237m2 of sui generis uses developed. The Eurokent appeal
decision (APP/Z22260/A/14/2213265) includes permission for 8,151sqm car
showroom.

e The Regulation 18 Consultation into the Issues and Options of the Local Plan
looked at whether we should include a level of contingency when allocating
employment land. Respondents generally agreed and the sustainability appraisal
concluded that including contingency in the supply scored well in terms of
economic development.

e Maintaining a high level of employment land also reflects the potential workforce
growth from the housing requirement in the plan.

De-allocated Sites

6.3 The NPPF says at paragraph 22 that planning policies should avoid the long term
protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect
of a site being used for that purpose. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed.
Where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated
employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated
on their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land
uses to support sustainable local communities.

6.4 Therefore it was appropriate to carry out a further review of employment sites based
on evidence from the Economic and Employment Assessment 2012, and the
Employment Land Review 2010.

6.5 The sites have been scored using the same methodology as the Employment land
Review i.e. marketability, sustainability and deliverability. Strategic planning factors was
removed as a category as the there is no strategic plan in place with the abolition of the
south east plan.

6.6 It was concluded that the following sites should no longer be protected for
employment purposes as they were not considered to contribute positively to the
employment land supply and in many cases were incompatible with surrounding uses.

e 144 Newington Road 1.12 ha
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¢ Magnet and Southern 0.29 ha

e Pysons Road (part) 1.14 ha
o Dane Valley (part) 2.39 ha
o Suffolk Road Factories 0.45 ha
o Jentex 2.09 ha
¢ Manston Road Industrial Estate 4.34 ha

(Flambeau Europlast)

TOTAL | 11.82 ha

6.7 The employment sites from the Thanet Local Plan 2006 were reviewed in light of the
Economic and Employment assessment 2012 which looked at job growth forecasts to
the end of the plan period (2031).The assessment looked at what sectors of the
economy are likely to grow and what this means in terms of floorspace that will need to
be planned for.

6.8 It was concluded that the following sites should no longer be allocated for
employment purposes as they were not considered to contribute positively to the
employment land strategy.

e Manston Road Industrial Estate 1.53 ha

e Thanet Reach (south) 3.19 ha

TOTAL | 4.72 ha

6.9 A large number of sites were considered for retention and assessed using the
scoring method. A small range of sites have been retained that include those with cheap
start up small premises, those containing un-neighbourly uses and those that are full or
near fully occupied. More information can be found at the next chapter Review and
appraisal of existing sites/floorspace update

6.10 The remaining developable area of Eurokent is 20.5 hectares. The Draft Local Plan
allocated it for 15ha but reflecting the appeal decision only 5.45ha ha is allocated.

This means that 31.59 hectares have been deallocated from employment uses since the
adopted Thanet Local Plan 2006 with many of the sites reallocated as housing sites.

Key Findings:
e There is strong justification in maintaining an employment land “oversupply”.

e 31.59 hectares have been deallocated from employment uses since the adopted
Thanet Local Plan 2006 with many of the sites reallocated as housing sites.
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APPENDIX 1 — Site Scoring

Site Size Market | Comment Score Sustain | Comment Score Deliver | Comment Score Previ | Comment
-ability -ability -ability ous
Total
Cromptons | 2.26 5 This site has been 4 5 The site is located in a 5 5 Occupied by two well 4 20 13: Despite a change in
recently developed with sustainable location and established businesses. market conditions this is a
new good quality office access t o the road Any intensification on site in good condition
buildings. The market for network improved with the site would need occupied by successful
these types of premises Westwood road mitigation on the well established
has declined but they are improvements including Westwood junctions businesses. It is unlikely
above average in quality with widening of that intensification will
Poorhole Lane occur on the site
Haine Road | 6.52 4 This site is well located, 3 5 The sustainability of this | 5 5 Aright hand turn land is 5 19 13: Despite a change in
has a mix of buildings, site has not changed proposed for the site as market conditions this site
functions well and has since the original scoring part of planned road is still an attractive and
very few vacancies. exercise improvements which popular employment site
Those units that are would make the site
vacant are being actively more accessible.
marketed. Having said
that there is a general
downturn in the market.
Manston 0.38 5 The site is located within 4 4 The sustainability of this 4 5 The site is well 4 19 12: The site remains
Green the village confine of site has not changed established and has a successful despite a
Manston and is well since the original scoring unique offer but change in market
presented with good exercise. intensification will not conditions
facilities. The site is be deliverable due to
occupied by small highway constraints
cottage industries and
currently has no
vacancies. The site is
function well despite a
downturn in the market.
Manston 1.67 5 The site is occupied by 3 5 The sustainability of this | 4 4 Apart from the medical 3 19 10: The site has remained
Road (N) an NHS medical centre site is fairly good with centre the site has vacant and given the
but the remainder of the access to facilities for remained vacant. downturn in the market is
site has remained staff and it has Mitigation would be unlikely to be developed in
undeveloped. With the reasonably good road needed at the Stanner the future
downturn in the market access. Court junction if the site
demand for this type of were to be developed.
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land has declined
considerably

Other allocated sites are
available in the area.

Pioneer

0.64

This site is well
maintained, in good
condition and well
occupied by small
businesses

The sustainability of this
site has not changed
since the original scoring
exercise.

The site is not suitable
for intensification due to
constraints on the road
network but caters well
for small to medium
enterprises.

19

12: The site remains
successful despite change
in market conditions

Fullers Yard

0.17

The site is in good
condition and is an ideal
site on the edge of the
town centre for small
businesses. At the time
of visiting 5 of the units
were vacant but there is
a high turnover of this
type of unit that serves
small industry and the
site has proved popular.

The sustainability of this
site has not changed
since the original scoring
exercise

The site is not suitable
for intensification due to
constraints on the road
network but caters well
for small enterprises.

18

12: The site is proving
successful despite a
change in market
conditions

Jentex

2.09

There is no longer a
commercial demand for
fuel oil storage and
therefore the use of this
site is redundant and the
owner has expressed a
wish to redevelop the
site

The main road into
Ramsgate has now
bypassed the Jentex site
and therefore it is a site
in a traffic calmed village
location with relatively
poor access to the main
highway network.

Although the site is in
single ownership it has
constraints in terms of
contamination and is
now unsuitable for
routing of heavy goods
vehicles

18

4: This site contains a
redundant use and
redevelopment is not
considered viable

Laundry
Road

3.68

The site is in a good
location close to the
strategic road network.
There are a range of
units with good parking
and layout. At the time
there were only 2
vacancies and the site
contains several well
established companies.
Planning permission has
been granted for a
change of use to a
haulage yard to facilitate

The sustainability of this
site has improved as it is
now accessed off the
new dualled A256 and
there are now
food/drink and shopping
facilities within walking
distance. A full score of
5 is not possible as the
site is not accessible by
public transport such as
bus and rail

This site is owned by
Whites transport (we
think) and is popular
with well established
businesses on site and
there are no constraints
such as highways and
there is remaining
developable land.

18

13: This is a large site in
the rural area that has
proved successful, is
sustainable and has
potential for future
expansion.
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growth of White’s transp
ort
Magnet 0.29 This is a single occupier The sustainability of this The site is located in a 18 9: This is a small single
and site. It is in reasonable site has not changed predominantly occupied site in a
Southern condition. The market since the original scoring residential area and residential area and given
downturn has exercise development of the site the market downturn
significantly affected the could be incompatible commercial
marketability of sites with the surrounding redevelopment is unlikely
such as these. area and lorry routing is
poor
Manston 75.2 This site is the Districts This site is located away The site isin a 18 12: This is a strategic
Business largest employment site from centres of prime/accessible employment site is in the
Park and is centrally located. population and facilities location which is District which is centrally
There are a number of for staff but is well compatible with located and is showing
large occupiers. related to the primary business use and is signs of development
Currently there are 3 road network and as this therefore attractive to
units being actively large site develops with developers.
marketed and there are a number of occupiers it Improvements to the
currently new units is considered that staff road network makes the
being built out facilities are likely to site more attractive.
improve Some improvements to
the spitfire junction may
be required as
development comes
forward.
Pysons 22.7 This is a large popular The sustainability of this Parts of the site have 18 11: This is a popular site
Road 9 site with many different site has not changed attracted complaints to with a healthy turnover of
sections of varying since the original scoring environmental health. businesses that is showing
quality. There are a few exercise. Parts of the site need resilience to the market
vacant units but there is investment downturn on the whole.
active marketing on the Some parts of the site are
site in need of upgrading and
some reinvestment is
needed.
St 0.19 This is a small site in a The sustainability of this The site is located in a 18 12: This is a small site in a
Lawrence predominantly site has not changed predominantly residential location next to
residential area. There since the original scoring residential area and a school. It is incompatible
are 5 small units that are exercise development/intensifica with surrounding uses, and
all occupied. The tion of the site could be given the downturn in the
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buildings are satisfactory
but the access, turning
and parking are poor.
The downturn in the
market will have an
effect on the
marketability of this site.

incompatible with the
surrounding area and
lorry routing is poor

market is unlikely to be
redeveloped

Tivoli Road

2.45

This site is bounded by
the railway line and
residential properties. It
is occupied by three
large buildings which are
in good repair. Access to
the site and parking is
poor. There has been a
recent change of use
allowed from storage
and distribution to retail
in one of the units. The
downturn in the market
may have an effect on
the marketability of this
site.

The sustainability of this
site has not changed
since the original scoring
exercise

The site isin a
residential location and
has poor access through
heavily parked up
residential streets. It has
lorry routing issues and
is not suitable for large
vehicle movements.

18

8: This siteisin a
constrained residential
location. It is incompatible
with surrounding uses and
given the downturn in the
market is unlikely to be
redeveloped.

Westwood
Ind Est

This site is a large site in
Margate which is well
established and has a
varied mix of uses
including retail. There
are vacancies in some
sections but they are
being actively marketed.
Some parts of the site
are poor and in need of
upgrading. The access
and road networks to the
site are good and there
are few constraints to
redevelopment

The sustainability of this
site has not changed
since the original scoring
exercise

Redevelopment on a
large site such as this is
viable. It is a large
accessible site within
Margate’s urban
confines and attracts a
range of uses of varying
sizes.

18

11: This site is
unconstrained in nature
and is a popular vibrant
employment site which
could accommodate
redevelopment.

140-144
Newington
Road

This is a single occupier
site located in a
predominantly
residential location.

The sustainability of this
site has not changed
since the original scoring
exercise

The siteisin a
residential location and
has poor access through
heavily parked up

17

9: The site is located in a
predominantly residential
area and commercial
redevelopment of the site
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Lorry routing to the site
is poor. At the time of
this review Piper
Windows had gone into
receivership and the site
is vacant. The downturn
in the market is likely to
have an effect on the
marketability of this site

residential streets. It has
lorry routing issues and
is not suitable for large
vehicle movements.

could be incompatible
with the surrounding area
and lorry routing is poor

Ramsgate which is
largely vacant. The
Northern part of the site
contains leisure uses and
the southern part of the
site has been developed
for office and industrial
units developed by
SEEDA. The possibility of
housing on the site is
being investigated. The
units have been actively
marketed and most of
them have been taken
up. Itis a well presented
site with good access and
centrally located.

site has not changed
since the original scoring
exercise

located in the District
with good road access
although some
mitigation may be
required. The site has
been the subject of a
recent planning
application for mixed
use development.

All Saints 3.16 This site is bounded by The sustainability of this The siteisin a 17 9: This siteisin a
the railway line and site has not changed residential location and constrained residential
residential properties. since the original scoring has poor access through location. It is incompatible
The site is in poor exercise heavily parked up with surrounding uses and
condition including residential streets. It has given the downturn in the
buildings and external lorry routing issues and market is unlikely to be
area. There is a large is not suitable for large redeveloped.
area of vacant land and vehicle movements.
poor use of the site. There have been
Given the market complaints of noise and
downturn it is unlikely paint spraying to
that this will be Environmental Health
developed. from nearby residents.

Eurokent 38.6 This is a large site in The sustainability of this The site is centrally 16 11: This site has

development potential, it
is centrally located with
good road access and is
close to the amenities at
Westwood.

Appendix G.1.3 (Part A)

61



building and site
presentation are
satisfactory. The site
contains a number of
small and medium sized
units but given the
downturn in the market

since the original scoring
exercise

incompatible with the
surrounding uses

Hedgend 2.46 This popular site isin a The sustainability of this The site is well located 16 10: This is a well located
rural location but is well site has not changed with good access to the popular site with scope for
linked by road to the since the original scoring road network for lorries. further development.
Thanet Way. Access and exercise The site is popular with a
lorry routing is good remaining developable
There is a planning area with planning
permission for 3 permission for 12 units.
buildings housing 12
general industrial units.

The market downturn
does not seem to have
affected the take up of
units on this site.

Northdown | 0.89 This is a single industrial The sustainability of this The site has fairly poor 16 10: This is a popular site
building which is split site has not changed access but is proving that is proving resilient to
into 11 units. The site is since the original scoring deliverable as the economic downturn
popular with all units exercise redevelopment is despite highway
occupied. The site occurring. constraints
appears unaffected by
the downturn in the
market but there is a
planning permission for
an office building.

Princes 0.98 This site is in very poor The sustainability of this This site has poor lorry 16 9: This site isin a

Road condition within a site has not changed routing and isin a constrained residential
predominantly since the original scoring residential area location. It is incompatible
residential area. The exercise complete with surrounding uses and
contains a number of redevelopment is given the downturn in the
small units and is well needed market is unlikely to be
occupied but given the redeveloped.
downturn in the market
is less attractive and
marketable

Whitehall 0.95 This site is located in a The sustainability of this This site has poor lorry 16 10: This site isin a

Road residential area. The site has not changed routing and is constrained residential

location. It is incompatible
with surrounding uses
although does provide
inexpensive premises for a
number of small
businesses.
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other sites are more
attractive. At the time of
visiting there was one
vacant unit
Manston 6.8 The Flambeau site is The sustainability of this The site has reasonably 15 8: This poor quality site is
Road (S) poor and in need of site has not changed good access but in need of complete
redevelopment since the original scoring mitigation may be redevelopment.
exercise required at Stannar
Court. Complete
redevelopment may be
unviable
Thanet 9.74 This site is well The sustainability of this The site is attractive and 15 11: The site is attractive
Reach presented and currently site has not changed deliverable but uses may and ready for
contains some education since the original scoring be limited by the development but uses may
uses and the Kent exercise residential nature of the but uses may be
Innnovation centre. area. constrained.
Access to the site and
parking are good. Large
parts of the site remain
undeveloped.
Factories, 0.45 This is a small site in a The sustainability of this Redevelopment of this 14 6: The site is inadequate
Suffolk Av residential area. There site has not changed site for employment site for employment use and is
are 2 businesses since the original scoring is unsuitable and incompatible with
operating from the site exercise unrealistic. Lorry routing surrounding uses. The
in poor unsuitable is particularly poor. owner has expressed a
buildings. Access to the Employment use is wish to locate to a
site and parking are very incompatible with the different employment site
poor. surrounding area and in Thanet
noise abatement notices
have been served
Dane 5.04 This is a large very The sustainability of this Lorry routing and access 13 9: This site functions well
Valley popular site occupied by site has not changed are poor and the area is despite having access and
(developed a range of businesses. since the original scoring heavily parked up, parking difficulties. Due to
) Parts of the site vary in exercise Despite this the site is its popularity it may
quality and access and popular with regular benefit from some
parking is relatively poor. enquiries for new uses. reinvestment.
5 spec units have
recently been developed
named copper leaf
business park.
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Dane
Valley
(undevelop
ed)

3.49

The undeveloped part of
the site is constrained

The sustainability of this
site has not changed
since the original scoring
exercise

Lorry routing and access
are poor so
development of the
undeveloped part of the
site is unlikely

11

6: The remainder of the
site is unsuitable for
development and this
allows for reinvestment in
parts of the developed site
that need it.
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APPENDIX 2 — Site Submissions

A number of site submissions have been received relating to employment land and
these are outlined in the table below along with recommendations in the light of this

report:

Site

Request

Recommendation/
Comment

Manston Business Park
(four sections of)

A wider variety of uses should
be allowed on site such as
creches to make the site more
attractive

[Employment generating uses
within existing local plan
designation but also other small
scale uses which serve the
employment use of the site]

Manston Business Park
is Thanet’s flagship
employment site and
should not be
compromised by
piecemeal development
and uses that are not
traditional B use
employment. Ancillary
development would be
allowed to support the
main use. Provision has
been made for flexibility
of uses on more
appropriate sites

East Northdown Farm

The site owner requests that
the site be allocated for
employment and leisure uses

[Submission indicates potential
residential or mixed use including
retail, nursery/farm
shop/horticulture/agriculture/class
B1l/leisure and retail.]

This site is already in
employment use and
contains a number of
small units. A number of
similar sites which cater
for SMEs in the District
are protected for
employment use and this
is not considered a
necessary addition.

Road access to the site
is also poor.

Provision for leisure uses
has been made within
Thanet’s town centres
and on specific sites

Manston Riding Centre,
Alland Grange Lane,
Manston

The site owner has requested
leisure and tourism and
potentially light industrial
employment/mixed

Adequate land is
available on within the
existing allocation on
Manston Business Park.
Provision for leisure uses
has been made within
Thanet’s town centres
and on specific sites

Ramsgate Garden
Centre, Montefiore
Avenue, Ramsgate

The site owner requests
residential development or
alternative uses such as retail,
commercial employment,
leisure or tourism e.g hotel

Sufficient land and varied
sites are available on
existing sites in
Ramsgate to meet the
identified need to the end
of the plan period. The
area is predominantly
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residential and
employment uses may
be incompatible with
surrounding uses

Former railway track,
Nash Road, Margate

Residential and/or
employment/employees’
housing

Employment uses are
already provided in this
area at Westwood
Industrial Estate

Jentex Site, Canterbury
Road west, Ramsgate

Residential/possible
commercial or any suggested
alternative

The site is currently
allocated for employment
use. The site now scores
worse in terms of
accessibility as the A256
road improvements have
bypassed the site and
has limited access to the
primary road network

Jewson’s site, Tivoli
Brooks Industrial Estate,
Margate

Mixed development including
residential and employment
uses

The site is already
allocated for employment
uses and the
recommendation in this
report is to continue this.

Land south of Manston
Road, Ramsgate

Infrastructure-led mixed use
including residential and
employment land

The owner is now
seeking purely residential
allocation. The scoring
exercise in this report
concludes that the site is
not necessary to the
portfolio of sites that
support the economic
strategy for the area.

Land west of Cliff View
Road, Cliffsend

Housing, employment, airfield
and road related development

Employment uses are
already provided for
adequately in this area at
Laundry Road Industrial
Estate

Land West of Greenhill
Gardens, Minster

Housing, employment, airfield
and road related development

Employment uses are
already provided for
adequately in this area at
Laundry Road Industrial
Estate

Land west of prospect rd,
Minster

Housing, employment, airfield
and road related development

Employment uses are
already provided for
adequately in this area at
Laundry Road Industrial
Estate

Land south of Monkton rd,
Minster

Housing, employment, airfield
and road related development

Employment uses are
already provided for
adequately in this area at
Laundry Road Industrial
Estate

Land southeast of Mount
Pleasant roundabout,
Minster

Housing, employment, airfield
and road related development

Employment uses are
already provided for
adequately in this area at
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Laundry Road Industrial
Estate

Land east of laundry road,
Minster

Housing, employment, airfield
and road related development

Employment uses are
already provided for
adequately in this area at
Laundry Road Industrial
Estate

Land east of Wayborough
Hill, Minster

Housing, employment, airfield
and road related development

Employment uses are
already provided for
adequately in this area at
Laundry Road Industrial
Estate

Land east of Way Hill,
Minster

Housing, employment, airfield
and road related development

Employment uses are
already provided for
adequately in this area at
Laundry Road Industrial
Estate

Land south of A253,
Minster

Business

Employment uses are
already provided for
adequately in this area at
Laundry Road Industrial
Estate

Land at Ramsgate Road,
Margate IPA Smith R25-
051

Either residential or mixed
(residential with
employment/commercial)

Employment uses are
already provided in this
area at Westwood
Industrial Estate

Land at manor Road, St.
Nicholas

Either primarily residential
including some community
facilities or mixed use including
residential, employment and
community facilities

Employment uses are
already provided for
adequately in this area at
Hedge End Industrial
Estate

Land west of Updown
House, Ramsgate Road,
Margate

R25-57

Either residential with public open
space or a mixed development
including residential,
commercial/lemployment, retail
and a quality hotel.

Employment uses are
already provided in this
area at Westwood
Industrial Estate

Land North of Manston
Green Farm, Manston
R25-059

Either all residential incorporating
some community facilities and or
employment (small business
uses) or a business hotel.

Employment uses are
already provided for
adequately in this area at
Manston Green

Land fronting (north side
of) Westwood Road,
Broadstairs

R25-063

Either primarily residential but
including some community
facilities or a mixed development
l.e. residential, commercial and
leisure

Employment uses are
already provided in this
area at Cromptons site.

Land at Minster Road, Acol
(northern part)
R25-076-1&2

Extension to existing business
park

Adequate land is
available on within the
existing allocation on
Manston Business Park

Land at Richborough
Power Station.

B1/B2/B3 employment and uses
identified within 2006 Thanet
Local Plan under Policy EP14

This area is being
considered in the Kent
Minerals and Waste
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(Renewable energy)

Local Plan for Waste to
Energy uses. Itis
currently allocated in the
Kent waste Local Plan
for Waste Uses. Use of
this Land for employment
uses is surplus to
requirements

Land at Manston Business
Park (east of existing BP)

2018 submission Phase
1,2 and 4, Land at
Manston Business Park,
Manston Road, Manston,
Ramsgate

Employment/Commercial

Residential and commercial

Adequate land is
available on within the
existing allocation on
Manston Business Park

Land to east of Grupo
Antolin, Eurokent Business
Park

Mixed use business

This area has been
developed for retail.

Land at Dane Valley
Road/Northdown Hill,
Broadstairs

R25-104

Employment

Copper Leaf extension
has been built

Land at Haine Road &
Spratling Street

R25-119

Residential or mixed
leisure/residential

Adequate land is
available on within the
existing allocation on
Haine Road Industrial
Estate and at Westwood
Cross

Land at Nash & Haine
Roads (Gleesons site),
Westwood

R25-133

Residential (inc element of
commercial/community)

Adequate land is
available on within the
existing allocation on
Eurokent and at
Westwood Cross

Arlington House & 1-50
Arlington Sq, Margate

R25-150

Mixed use for retail, superstore,

hotel and refurbishment of
existing residential

Site has extant
permission for retail

Dane Valley Industrial
Estate Extension

EKC

Employment uses — extension to

the Industrial Estate

Site lies in the green
wedge

Manston Airport site

GVA

Mixed Use Employment led
Development

Awaiting outcome of
DCO process
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m The Rt Hon James Brokenshire MP
Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and

Mlnlstl’y of HOUSing, Local Government

Communities & Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Local Government Government

4th Floor, Fry Building

2 Marsham Street

London SWIP 4DF

Tel: 0303 444 3450
Email: james.brokenshire(@communities.gsi.gov.uk

Councillor Robert W. Bayford
Leader, Thanet District Council
www.gov.uk/mhclg

28 January 2019

LOCAL PLAN INTERVENTION

Following Thanet District Council’s failure over many years to get a Local Plan in
place, the former Secretary of State wrote to your Council, on 16 November 2017, to
express his concerns. He offered an opportunity to explain any exceptional
circumstances justifying the failure of your Council to produce a Local Plan and any
measures you had taken or intended to take to accelerate plan publication. Following
your letter of January 2018 outlining your exceptional circumstances, the former
Secretary of State wrote again on 23 March 2018. He set out that he had considered
your representations and the Government’s Local Plan intervention policy criteria
and had decided to continue with the intervention process by commissioning a team
of experts led by Government’s Chief Planner to provide advice on next steps.

I have carefully considered that advice on next steps and all the above matters. I have
also considered correspondence sent to my Department since January 2018, including
correspondence from Thanet District Council, which reported some positive actions
and progress, including the publication of a Local Plan under regulation 19 of the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, the
publication of a revised Local Plan production timetable! and the submission of a
Local Plan under regulation 22 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012.

Section 27(1) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (“the 2004 Act”)
provides:

! The Thanet Local Development Scheme (July 2018)
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“This section applies if the Secretary of State thinks that a local planning authority are
failing or omitting to do anything it is necessary for them to do in connection with the
preparation, revision or adoption of a development plan document.”

In view of your continuing failure to get a Local Plan in place I am satisfied that the
requirements in section 27(1) of the 2004 Act are met; Thanet District Council (in its
capacity as local planning authority):

e does not have an up-to-date Local Plan in place - the Council’s last Local Plan was
adopted in 2006 and covered a period up to 2011.

e has failed to meet the milestones in at least five Local Development Schemes since
2006.

e has failed to plan for and deliver the homes people need in Thanet.
Section 27(2) of the 2004 Act provides:

“The Secretary of State may—

(a) prepare or revise (as the case may be) the document, or

(b) give directions to the authority in relation to the preparation or revision of the
document.”

Pursuant to the powers in section 27(2)(b) of the 2004 Act I have decided to make a
direction in relation to the preparation of the Thanet Local Plan:

Within four weeks of the date of this letter, I direct Thanet District Council to
designate a lead Councillor and lead official to be responsible for progressing
preparation of the Local Plan and to publish details of those designations.

In making this decision I have considered the following Local Plan intervention
policy criteria®:

e The least progress in plan-making has been made: Out of 338 local planning
authorities in England, Thanet are one of only circa 50 authorities who have not
yet adopted a 2004 Act Local Plan under Regulation 26 of the Town and Country
Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.

e Policies in plans have not been kept up to date: Thanet’s last Local Plan was
adopted in 2006 (not under the provisions of the 2004 Act), and covered a period
up to 2011. Thanet have consistently failed to bring forward a Local Plan in
accordance with its Local Development Scheme as legally required, having failed
to meet Local Plan milestones in at least six Local Development Schemes since
2006.

2 Local Plan intervention policy criteria were consulted on in 2016 and confirmed in the 2017 housing White Paper and
the 16 November 2017 Written Statement in the House of Commons

Appendix G.1.3 (Part B)



e There is higher housing pressure: Thanet is within the top third of Districts in
England for high housing pressure, based on average affordability ratios®. Thanet
lack of a five-year housing land supply further highlights the authority’s failure to
plan for and deliver the homes people need.

e Intervention would have the greatest impact in accelerating Local Plan
production: Based on Thanet’s revised Local Development Scheme, it is unlikely
that Local Plan production would be accelerated by my Department taking over
its production. In my judgement, given the authority’s track record of persistent
failure in plan-making, the intervention I have decided upon will provide more
certainty and is the best way of ensuring that a Local Plan will be produced in
accordance with the Local Development Scheme timetable.

e The wider planning context in each area in terms of the extent to which
authorities are working co-operatively to put strategic plans in place: Several
authorities in Kent have indicated interest in joint planning but no formal
arrangements are in place.

e The wider planning context in each area in terms of the potential impact that
not having a plan has on neighbourhood planning activity: at least six
communities in Thanet are preparing neighbourhood plans: Birchington,
Ramsgate, Margate, Broadstairs & St Peters, Westgate and Cliffsend.
Communities can bring forward neighbourhood plans in the absence of an up-to-
date Local Plan, but doing so can be more challenging for communities.

Having considered Thanet’s performance against the Local Plan intervention criteria,
I am satisfied that intervention action is justified.

Section 15(4) of the 2004 Act provides:

“The Secretary of State may direct the local planning authority to make such
amendments to the [local development] scheme as he thinks appropriate for the
purpose of ensuring full and effective coverage (both geographically and with regard
to subject matter) of the authority's area by the development plan documents (taken as
a whole) for that area.”

Pursuant to my powers in Section 15(4) of the 2004 Act, I am also directing Thanet
District Council to, within eight weeks of the date of this letter, amend its Local
Development Scheme (dated July 2018) to provide for the completion of a review of
their Local Plan within six months of its adoption.

3 Ranked 98 least affordable of 324 English Districts (Housing Affordability Statistics, Office of National Statistics,
2017)
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This course of action would ensure full and effective coverage of housing provision
to give clarity to communities and developers about where homes should be built.

Having considered all of the above, in my judgement, there is a compelling case for
the Local Plan intervention actions I have decided upon in Thanet, pursuant to
powers in sections 15(4) and 27(2)(b) of the 2004 Act. Given your recent actions and
progress in meeting the requirements in the Town and Country Planning (Local
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, I have decided not to prepare the Thanet
Local Plan. However I will continue to closely monitor your Local Plan progress.
Should a significant delay occur against the milestones set out in your July 2018
Local Development Scheme, should you fail to comply with the directions in this
letter or should your draft Local Plan fail at examination, I will consider whether to
take further action to ensure that a Local Plan is put in place.

[ am also, for the avoidance of doubt, now putting on public record my concerns
about the low level of housing supply and delivery in Thanet. I expect planning
decision-takers to have regard to these concerns as a material consideration when
deciding local planning applications.

I appreciate the constructive way Thanet District Council have engaged in this
process so far and I trust that you and your officers will continue to engage
positively. My officials will be in touch over the next few days to discuss next steps.

RT HON JAMES BROKENSHIRE
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Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment
UPDATE 2018

Executive Summary

This Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) assesses the individual and
combined potential capacity of a pool of sites to accommodate additional dwellings over the period
of the emerging Local Plan to 2031. It reflects the challenge of identifying sufficient sites to meet
Objectively Assessed Need, and government guidance on land availability assessment.

The SHLAA itself does not allocate land for housing, and an indication that a site may have
potential does not signify that planning consent would necessarily be granted for such
development. It will be for the Local Plan making process (drawing on the information from the
SHLAA) to determine which sites are appropriate to allocate for development.

The Councils Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) assesses housing need against
projected population growth and determines the Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for housing over
the plan period. The SHMA was first undertaken in January 2016, and the review of September
2016 identifies an OAN for 17,140 new homes for Thanet over the plan period until 2031.

The SHLAA indicates that potential supply is sufficient to meet the target housing requirement
across the Plan period.

The SHLAA process began in 2010 and has been on-going through various stages of the local

plan process. The purpose of this document is to review, update and pull together all of the
previous stages of the SHLAA into a single report.
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1 Introduction

1.1 The new Local Plan will reflect a strategy for housing, which contributes to the achievement of
sustainable development. This will need to be informed by evidence regarding the opportunities
and options for the location of future housing provision. It is the purpose of this Strategic Housing
Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) to assess the potential availability of land for new homes in
Thanet to provide this essential baseline information.

1.2 Government requires that Local Plans be based on adequate and up to date evidence. Its
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), published in March 2012, maintains the requirement
for local planning authorities to prepare a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment to
establish realistic assumptions about the availability, suitability and likely economic viability of land
to meet identified need for housing over the plan period. It also states that assessment of, and
strategies for, housing and employment and other uses should be integrated and take full account
of market and economic signals.

1.3 A separate Strategic Housing Market Assessment has been carried out to assess housing
needs in the area and to inform a target level of housing to be provided for.

1.4 A Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment for Thanet was published in 2010 and
reviewed in 2013. This review provides an updated perspective on potential housing land in
Thanet, following a higher housing requirement as identified in the SHMA (2016).

1.5 It is the role of the Local Plan to determine which sites are appropriate to be allocated for
housing development, taking into account its strategy, higher level policy, plan targets and
competing uses. It is therefore important to note that even if a site is assessed as deliverable or
“developable” for housing in the SHLAA, this does not signify that the site will be allocated for such
use in the Local Plan or that planning permission for residential development will or might be
granted.

2 Previous versions of the SHLAA

2.1 The first SHLAA was prepared in 2010 and is an on-going and evolving process. A stakeholder
partnership was initially established to participate in its preparation. While the Council took the lead
role in drafting the work, the partnership participated by contributing expertise and knowledge to
inform views on the deliverability and developability of sites and how market conditions may affect
economic viability.

2.2 Stakeholder involvement and engagement in the process has evolved, including for example
registered housing providers, builders and property agents participating in a number of workshops
focusing on assessment of viability of development in the district.

2.3 The Council is now seeking to work with the market to encourage higher rates of house-

building, and recently achieved accreditation to the Housing Business Ready Programme, run by
the Housing & Finance Institute (HFI). The recent new involvement of the Homes & Communities
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Agency (HCA) in development in the district, and their purchase of sites for development, is a
positive indicator of commitment to delivery in the area.

2.4 The 2010 SHLAA assessed dwelling potential to 2026 against the benchmark target of 7,500
dwellings in accordance with the Regional Spatial Strategy (the 2009 South East Plan).
Since the 2010 SHLAA was carried out, the Government abolished the South East Plan and stated
that decisions on future levels of housing will be decided by local planning authorities based on an
objective assessment of need. The Government also introduced fundamental changes to the plan
making system, including
¢ Introduction of the new National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) to replace previous
individual national policy statements,
¢ introduction of Planning Practice Guidance to amplify the NPPF and provide updated
guidance on assessing land availability,
e greater emphasis on local authorities preparing single development plan documents to be
known, again, as Local Plans.

2.5 The Council is now preparing a Local Plan for the District which is to cover the period to 2031.
The changes referred to above have contributed to a deceleration of the plan preparation process,
so the SHLAA was updated in 2013 in order to:

e Assess options for accommodating an alternative housing provision target (a total of 12,000
dwellings based on an in-house assessment)

o Reflect the longer term Local Plan period now proposed (2031)

o Review the portfolio of sites considered to have housing potential.

2.6 The process applied in the 2010 SHLAA was developed in light of the relevant government
practice guidance applicable at that time, an agreed county-wide protocol (Appendix C) and in
consultation with stakeholders. In the initial stages of preparing the SHLAA, involvement was
sought to help assess current and future housing demand and provide feedback on the
methodology. A range of representatives including local housebuilders and property agents,
registered social landlords, the Homes and Communities Agency and Kent County Council
participated. The 2013 review was undertaken on a similar basis and maintaining the principles
established in the 2010 version but having regard to the draft Planning Practice Guidance on
assessing land availability as it evolved.

2.7 This review has been carried out to demonstrate the availability of sites to accommodate a
revised OAN (from the SHMA 2016), and includes sites proposed at Preferred Options and
Preferred Options Review consultations. It is considered to be consistent with the PPG published in
March 2014 and all of the sites submitted (see sources of sites below) have been assessed
accordingly.

3 Methodology

3.1 This SHLAA has been prepared using the methodology set out in the National Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) and is illustrated on the diagram below.
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3.2 Certain of the NPPF’s core principles are particularly relevant to the context of the SHLAA .
These include:
e Always seeking high quality design and a good standard of amenity for existing and future
occupants of land and buildings.
e Preference in allocating land for development to land of lesser environmental value where
consistent with the NPPF policies.
e Encouraging effective use of land by using land that has been previously developed
provided that it is not of high environmental value.
e Promoting mixed use developments recognizing that some open land can perform many
functions (including wildlife, recreation and food production).
e Managing patterns of growth to make fullest possible use of public transport, walking and
cycling, and focusing significant development in locations which are or can be made
sustainable.

3.3 The PPG states that assessing the suitability, availability and achievability of sites including

whether the site is economically viable will provide the information on which the judgement can be
7
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made in the plan-making context as to whether a site can be considered deliverable over the plan
period.

3.4 The level of housing provision to be provided over the period to 2031 is established through the
SHMA which identifies Thanets housing requirement as 17,140 net additional homes over the
period 2011-2031.

3.5 One of the aims of this SHLAA has been to identify sufficient deliverable and developable sites
to meet the target requirement. The SHLAA process is resource intensive, and including every
piece of land in the district would not be feasible. Nonetheless the extent of the search and survey
needs to match the challenge of informing sustainable policy options for providing a land supply
that is sufficient both in terms of meeting the numerical housing target as well as accommodating
the type of homes required to meet policy objectives.

3.6 In order to keep the SHLAA exercise manageable, the PPG states that only sites with potential
capacity of 5 or more dwellings should be considered as potential sites or broad locations. The
PPG indicates that sites with planning permission for residential development will be suitable for
housing unless circumstances have changed. Sites with planning permission that fall below the 5
dwelling threshold have therefore been included - the Housing Information Audit identifies a
significant number of such sites and it is important that the cumulative contribution of these sites is
not overlooked.

3.7 A principle applied in the 2010 SHLAA was for a lower than historic contribution from flatted
development. The 2009 Strategic Housing Market Assessment identified a need to prioritise
rebalancing of the housing stock to incentivise provision of family homes and control the expansion
of flatting of larger homes. The 2016 SHMA confirms the over-provision of flatted accommodation
therefore this SHLAA maintains the principle of assessing capacity in terms of new
houses/bungalows unless flats are appropriate for good planning reasons (e.g. townscape) or
where for example such development is anticipated as a result of a consented scheme

4 Methodology Stage 1 — Identification of Sites and
Broad Locations

Study Area & Target Housing Requirement

4.1 The PPG states that the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment should cover the
relevant housing market area. The PPG describes this as a geographical area defined by
household demand and preferences for all types of housing, reflecting the key functional linkages
between places where people live and work.

4.2 The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 2016 identifies a Housing Market Area of
Thanet, Canterbury and Dover, but the housing requirement can be met by allocating sites within
the Thanet district. Accordingly the geographical coverage of this SHLAA equates with the Thanet
District, as illustrated on the map below.
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Target Housing Requirement

4.3 The SHMA January 2016 identified Thanet’s OAN as 15,700, however this was updated in
September 2016 to take into account the 2014-based ONS Sub-National Population Projections
and Thanet’s OAN is now identified as 17,140.

Involvement of stakeholders

4.4 In the initial stages of the SHLAA process, stakeholder workshops were held in 2010 and 2014
to participate in establishing assessment methodology. The workshops were attended by
neighbouring district councils, Kent County Council, parish councils, neighbourhood plan groups,
planning agents, developers and Registered Social Landlords.

As part of the site assessment processes, the following stakeholders were contacted for comments
on specific aspects of the potential allocation of sites:

TDC Environmental Health Officer

TDC Conservation Officer

TDC Environmental Protection Manager

Kent County Council Ecologist

Kent County Council Highways

Kent County Council Archeologist

e Southern Water

Sustainability Appraisal

4.5 A sustainability appraisal (SA) has been carried out to assess the draft policies of the local plan
to determine whether or not they will have a positive or negative effect on sustainability. It is an
iterative process that evolves alongside, and informs, the local plan.
It is important that site selection follows the broad principles emerging from the SA.

9
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4.6 At the issues and options stage of the SA process, broad options were tested such as the
amounts and location of housing including where the greenfield element should be accommodated.
The option for accommodating development on brownfield sites within the urban area scored the
best. The option for where best to locate the greenfield element favoured urban edge sites (based
on the 2006 Local Plan Urban and Village Confines) which scored the best in sustainability terms.
This informed the allocation strategy. The SHLAA further looked at sustainability criteria such as
distance to public transport, healthcare provision, schools and shops.

4.7 At the early stages of the SHLAA process, sites that did not meet the locational principles in the
Strategy for the Planned Location for Housing (SPLH) or emerging SA work were excluded from
further detailed assessment — a list of these sites is attached at Appendix G. Any sites that do not
appear in Appendix F should be listed in Appendix G and there may be some duplication between
these lists.

New Settlement

4.8 The concept of a new settlement to address housing demand was put forward as an option of
the Local Plan Issues and Options consultation in the summer of 2013. As limited details regarding
a new settlement option and any mitigation were known at this time, the option performed poorly
within the sustainability appraisal as there would be a high level of greenfield development
requiring additional infrastructure and public transport investment in order to function. As such, the
poorly performing option was discounted as a viable solution to addressing Thanet’'s housing
demand.

4.9 Since the Issues and Options consultation, additional housing need has been identified within
Thanet resulting in a need to review the preferred housing strategy. For completeness, it was
decided that a review of a potential new settlement option should be undertaken, but exploring the
opportunity to implement robust mitigation in order to facilitate as sustainable new settlement
scenario as possible.

4.10 An assessment of possible new settlement sites due to their size and location, either on their
own or adjoining other sites were appraised against the sustainability appraisal.

4.11 The study concluded that given the implementation of defined and robust mitigation (based on
the content of exemplar planning policies from other authorities, which have progressed through
the plan preparation process), sustainable implementation of a new settlement option could be
achieved.

4.12 Based on SA assessment, option NS5 (the former airport site) was deemed the most likely
opportunity to provide a sustainable new settlement due to its size, which would allow
comprehensive provision of uses and facilities, and its unique status amongst options as a
brownfield site.

4.13 However the former airport is currently subject to a Development Consent Order application
and its current lawful use is for aviation activities. It has since been considered that the allocation
of the site as a new settlement would not be appropriate if it might jeopardise any future aviation
use.

4.14 The other potential new settlement sites were either unsustainable, or would not be

appropriate for allocation due to their proximity to the airport site, if it is to return to active aviation
10
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uses. The housing sites required to accommodate the additional need were therefore identified in
accordance with the original SA recommendations as sites at the urban edge.

Sources of Potential Sites

4.15 Planning Practice Guidance advises that all available types of sites and relevant sources of
data should be considered in the SHLAA assessment process. Key sources used in assembling the
pool of sites for this SHLAA are listed below.

e The 2002 Urban Capacity Study
This provided a thorough survey and assessment of potential housing sites. The Study
was based on a Kent Protocol which included guidance from PPG3 and Governments
Good Practice Guidance on Urban Capacity Studies ‘Tapping the Potential Assessing
Urban Capacity’. The Protocol identified the following potential sources of housing capacity:

0 Sub-division of existing housing

Flats over shops

Empty Homes

Previously developed vacant and derelict land and buildings (non-housing)

Intensification of existing areas

Redevelopment of existing housing

Redevelopment of car parks

Conversion of commercial buildings

Review of existing housing allocations in plans

Review of other existing allocations in plans

Vacant land not previously developed

OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOO0OOO

The SHLAA exercise reviewed and re-assessed the sites identified in the study. This
included a review of capacity assumptions, including concerns about the need to safeguard
residential amenity and avoid developments which would worsen the existing imbalance in
the make-up of the district’'s housing stock which has a high proportion of flats. Many of
these sites included back gardens — these have not been carried forward as potential sites
as they are contrary to the NPPF.

e Sites allocated for development in the adopted (2006) Local Plan, but not yet developed

e Brownfield Land Register

e Sites granted planning permission (including those not started and under construction)
sourced from annual Housing Information Audits.
The base date for this SHLAA is 31 March 2018 - this coincides with the annual Housing

Information Audits (HIA) carried out by the Council. These HIA’s assess the status of
housing sites with planning permission (ie not started, under construction or complete).
Sites that were submitted in earlier calls for sites that have since been granted planning
permission have been listed in Appendix E, however a further 2182 residential units have
been granted planning permission and identified through the most recent HIA.

e Potential sites subject of pre-application discussions.
e Council owned land with potential availability.

e Sites to be the subject of development briefs/master plans (for example due to their
recognised potential for area regeneration).

11
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e Sites requested for allocation in the development plan by landowners and developers. (Such
submissions included requests to consider allocation of sites for housing and some sites for
other purposes)

As part of the Local Plan preparation process, land owners and developers have been

invited through several “calls” to put forward any sites they felt should be assessed for
development potential and possible allocation. The first ‘call for sites’ was carried out in
2005 as part of the (then) Core Strategy process. Subsequent calls have coincided with
stages in the plan preparation process, the most recent being January 2018. Many such
submissions involve larger sites on greenfield land. Sites have also been submitted as
responses to the Issues and Options, Preferred Options and Preferred Options Review
local plan consultations. A map at Appendix A illustrates the distribution of all of the sites
submitted.

e Land allocated or protected for employment use.
Certain sites have been used for employment purposes and may be available and suitable

for residential development. Assessment of such sites has been informed by specific
survey and review as part of an Employment Land Review of the district, which has
effectively been carried out in parallel with the SHLAA. This has resulted in some 30ha of
older, less suitable employment land being re-allocated for housing.

o Empty Property
There are some 4,325 properties in Thanet identified as empty in the Council Tax records.
However, this includes properties which are temporarily empty for various reasons (Armed
Forces; people in prison; etc), or second homes, and other similar categories. This means
that there are in fact about 1,450 properties that are actually vacant. Of these, just under
1,000 are long-term empty (within the Council Tax definition).
Some empty properties can be considered as contributing to land supply, but only when
the following criteria are met:

0 The properties in question have been empty for a period of 4 years or more.
(This is based on the position that over that period it can be argued that those
properties have been vacant and unused for such a long period that they are no
longer available in the housing market and therefore not part of the active
housing stock); And

0 The Council has an active and robust programme for bringing those properties
back into use.

This is based on the position that such housing is returned to the market, almost as if it

were new housing stock and is a rolling 4 year programme. The Council does have an
Empty Homes programme which it is calculated has, over the last few years, brought
about 110 dwellings back into use each year.

In May 2017, Thanet District Council committed additional resources to its empty homes
work by appointing a new Empty Property Officer. The existing Empty Property Support
Officer will continue to focus on offering advice and support to the owners of empty
homes, together with facilitating empty homes loans in partnership with Kent County
Council. The new Empty Property Officer will be tackling the most difficult and dilapidated
properties with a view to taking robust action to bring these back into use. The outcomes
from this programme will need to be regularly monitored, and is dependent on the
Council’'s Empty Homes programme continuing through at least the Plan period.

There are a number of steps required to provide a robust calculation of the empty homes
contribution to housing land supply:

12
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1 | Identify the number of properties in the stock that have been vacant for 4 years or more

2 | Identify the number of properties in the stock that are likely to become vacant for 4
years or more during the Local Plan period

3 | Identify the number of empty properties that the Council (through its Empty Homes
programme) has brought back into use so far in the Local Plan period

4 | Identify the number of empty properties that the Council is expecting to bring back into
use during the rest of the Plan period (through its Empty Homes programme)

The calculation below is the result of combined work between Strategic Planning; Housing
(Empty Homes) and Council Tax bringing together the relevant information. In order to be
eligible to be counted towards housing land supply, properties must meet BOTH the
criteria set out above.

Council Tax produces data for properties which have been empty 4+ years.

Secondly, identify the number of empty properties that the Council is intending to bring
back into use that fall within the 4+ years empty category, as these are the only ones that
would count towards the housing supply.

Of the properties that have been brought back into use, the figure that can be used for the
Local Plan housing figures must exclude any properties with planning permissions in order
that they are not double counted as these would be included in the Housing Information
Audit. The number of empty properties that have been brought back into use that have not
required planning permission is 89 from 2016/17 and 84 2017/18.

By projecting these figures to the end of the plan period, it can be assumed that 357 empty
properties (27 per annum) can be brought back into use, and therefore subtracted from the
number of dwellings to be provided for in the local plan. Discussions with Council Tax and
Housing will enable these trends to be monitored throughout the plan period and reported
each year in the Annual Monitoring Report.

5 Methodology Stage 2 - Assessment of Sites

5.1 All sites have been assessed for their suitability, availability and achievability. Sites were
surveyed to assess their general characteristics including existing use, obvious constraints and
initial observations on suitability for housing or mixed-use development. All of the sites have been
re-assessed against criteria that conform with that in the National Planning Guidance. The Stage 1
Assessment is the initial screening and raises the following considerations:

Category 1: National and Regional
5.2 Relevant policies include Flood Risk Areas and SPA, Ramsar, SAC, SSSI, NNR, AONB,

Ancient Woodlands, Local Green Spaces, Flood Risk Areas — sites located within these areas, or
in close proximity could cause a detrimental impact to the designated site.
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5.3 The majority of Thanet's coastline is designated as a Special Protection Area. The potential for
additional recreational pressure on the SPA as a result of the proposed amount of housing has
been identified as a risk to the SPA. This can be addressed by a Strategic Access Monitoring and
Mitigation Strategy (SAMM) which is the method agreed with Natural England. New residential
developments will be required to contribute towards the SAMM via a S106 agreement. This applies
to all new residential development in the district, since development anywhere in the district is
close enough to the coast to increase recreational pressure. As this is an issue applicable to all
sites, there has not been a specific reference to it in the assessments.

Map A - Location of Sites of Special Scientific Interest, SPA,
Ramsar, SAC and National Nature Reserve, Flood Risk Area
© Crown copyright and database rights 2014 Ordnance Survey 100018261
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Category 2: Local

5.4 Relevant policies include Urban/Village confines, Green Wedges, Local Wildlife Sites,
Landscape Character Areas — sites that fall within local designations would still be assessed but
may not be allocated if there are sufficient sites that do not fall within locally designated areas.

5.5 Green Wedge boundaries have been assessed as part of the SHLAA process where sites have
been proposed within them. The Council considers the boundaries to be robust, and has identified
sufficient sites outside of the Green Wedges, therefore no sites have been allocated within them.
(A planning application for residential development on one of the sites in the Green Wedge was
granted planning permission on appeal, and the site has since been allocated. This will have an
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adverse impact on the Green Wedge, so the boundary has been amended to exclude the site from
the Green Wedge).

5.6 The NPPF states that sites should be allocated on land with the least environmental or amenity
value, and that account should be taken of the economic and other benefits of best and most
versatile agricultural land. However the majority of Thanets agricultural land is either Grade 1 or
Grade 2 so allocating high quality land for housing has been unavoidable.

B - Is the site currently in use or allocated for employment or other use and remains suitable
and required for that use or is protected by a current development plan policy from
development for other uses?

5.7 The NPPF states that planning policies should avoid the long term protection of allocated
employment sites where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for that purpose. A
separate Employment Land Review has been carried out, and about 30 hectares of older
employment land has been allocated for housing development.

C - Is the site in or adjacent to a settlement?

5.8 Sites within or adjacent to existing settlements will be more sustainable than those which are
not. There is some merit in considering allocating houses in rural settlements not only in meeting
local housing need but also in providing a degree of locational choice.

D - Does the site fall within or adjacent to a settlement which has been identified in a
development plan document as being suitable for future housing development?

5.9 There is potential for any sites within or adjacent to a site already allocated for housing
development to be considered as part of the wider allocation and make more positive contributions
to the area as a whole.
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Map B — Urban and Village Confines

Local Plan 2006
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Map C - Location of designated Green Wedges

© Crown copyright and database rights 2014 Ordnance Survey 100018261
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Housing Capacity

5.10 The potential number of dwellings for a site have been included for site submissions based on
a broad requirement of 35 dwellings per hectare. However alternative capacities have been
applied in circumstances where it is more realistic or desirable, for example where particular
dwelling types, density or layout would be more appropriate in the area. Where a valid and
detailed planning permission existed then the relevant capacity was applied unless site assessment
or other circumstances indicate otherwise

Sites that passed the above criteria were assessed under ‘Stage 2’ in more detalil.
Stage 2 Assessment

A. Is the site allocated for housing in an existing development plan or does it have planning
permission for housing?

If yes, the site was considered to be suitable unless circumstances had changed to render it
unsuitable.

If no, the site was assessed against the questions set out in B to E as follows

B. Is the site in a suitable location when measured against the following criteria?

e Within 800m walking distance of a bus stop or railway station providing two or more
services per hour.

¢ Within 800 m walking distance of a convenience store, a primary school and a GP surgery
(some GP surgeries have closed and being replaced with ‘hubs’ which provide more
services than a GP to a wider area which may make this criteria less consistent)

¢ Within 30 minutes public transport time of a hospital/health centre, secondary school,
employment area, town or district centre

5.11 These criteria were applied via discussions with KCC Highways, including whether or not the
criteria were already able to be met, or could be met through contributions from new
developments. This included considering the potential of adjacent sites to deliver services and/or
infrastructure. If a site failed to meet any of these criteria it was not considered suitable for
allocation, unless the constraints could be overcome as a result of the development of the site (and
potentially other nearby sites)

C. Technical consultations were then carried out relating to the following issues and involving input
from other departments and organisations where appropriate:

e Access (KCC Highways)

e Highway capacity (KCC Highways)

e Infrastructure:

- Water Supply (Southern Water)

- Sewerage/Drainage (Southern Water)

- Electricity supply

- Gas Supply

Electricity pylons

Contamination/pollution (TDC Environmental Health)
Ecology (KCC)

Adverse Ground conditions

Hazardous Risk (TDC Environmental Health)
Topography

Flood zone (Environment Agency)

Other eg Archaeology, conservation area local landscape area (KCC)
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Comments on ecological issues were provided by Kent County Council based on the following

scoring:
KEY | Ecological constraint | Description
level
(protected/notable
species impacts,
habitat loss)
1 potential for significant | Suitable habitats and features for protected/notable species
ecological impacts present on or near site. Site is on or near to designated area
(including international, national, local sites and BAP habitat)
with potential impact pathways
2 potential for moderate | Suitable habitats and features for protected/notable species
ecological impacts present on or near site. Near to designated site (including
international, national, local and BAP habitat) with potential
impact pathways. Likely level of significance is lower than (1)
due to factors such as location (e.g. in relation to protected
species ranges) and the extent of adjacent natural/semi-
natural habitats.
3 potential for minor Some suitable habitats and features for protected/notable
ecological impacts species present on or near site.
4 Minimal potential for No obvious habitats or features on or near site with potential
ecological impacts for protected/notable species

The assessment requires details of how any constraints identified can be overcome. If they cannot
be overcome the site should not proceed as a potential housing allocation.

D Would development have a detrimental impact on the following, either within or adjacent
to the site or in its vicinity?

Townscape

Landscape

Trees

Conservation Areas

Historic Parks and Gardens

Listed Buildings

Scheduled Ancient Monuments

5.12 The assessment requires details of how any impact can be mitigated through the design
process, the imposition of a condition or a legally binding agreement. If it cannot be mitigated, the
site should not proceed as a potential housing allocation.

E. Would the amenity of residents be adversely affected by any external, environmental
factors?

5.13 If yes, could the impact be mitigated to such an extent that the residents’ living conditions
would be acceptable? If the nature and scale is such that it cannot be mitigated, the site should not
proceed as a potential housing allocation

Availability Criteria - Do any of the following legal or ownership factors apply to the site?
e Multiple ownership likely to result in protracted site assembly, part of the site being
unavailable for development or a ransom strip situation
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e Existing tenancy or lease agreement, which could affect the timing of the release of the site
for development

e The willingness of an owner to sell

e The willingness of an owner with control of the site to develop

5.14 Whilst a site may be considered suitable when assessed against physical constraints, its
availability may render a site unsuitable for a local plan allocation.

Achievability Criteria - Can development of the site be achieved during the plan period
having taken into account the following market, cost and delivery factors?

Market

. Compatibility of adjacent uses

. Land values compared with alternative uses

. Market demand

. Projected rate of sales

Cost

. Site preparation to overcome physical constraints
. On-site and off-site planning and infrastructure requirements
. Availability of funding

Delivery

. Developers’ phasing

. Build-out rates

. Number of developers

. Size and capacity of developer

If the site is deliverable and developable, in which of the following periods would
development take place?

. During the next five years

. During years six to ten

. During years eleven to fifteen

. Beyond year fifteen and a) within plan period or b) beyond plan period, if known

5.15 Assessment of the achievability criteria has helped with indicative phasing of allocated sites,
where this information has been available.

5.16 Since the beginning of the assessment process, some of the assessment considerations may
have varied as a result of changes in circumstances; changes in Government guidance and other
factors.

6 Methodology Stage 3 - Windfall Assessment

6.1 Historically, a significant proportion of the new homes delivered in Thanet has been by way of
“windfall” sites, which the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) defines as
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“Sites which have not been specifically identified as available in the Local Plan process. They
normally comprise previously-developed sites that have unexpectedly become available.”

6.2 There is a long history of such sites coming forward in Thanet, and the NPPF allows a
reasonable calculation of such sites to be included in the Local Plan housing land supply. An
allowance of 2,250 “windfall” permissions is identified on the basis of the history of windfall housing
delivery over the last 8 years.

6.3 The calculation of windfall sites only applies to “small sites” (defined as up to and including 9
units in this SHLAA to reflect the historic provision at this scale, and that there are few sites
allocated at this scale). Small windfall sites make a significant contribution towards Thanets
housing supply. Historically, Thanet has also seen larger windfall sites making a significant
contribution to housing land supply, and they were at one stage a sizeable proportion of housing
completions. However, this trend has been entirely discounted from the calculation of future
housing supply, to ensure the robustness of the housing land supply position. Furthermore, the first
three years of the remainder of the Local Plan period have been discounted to ensure that there is
no double-counting of potential housing land supply.

Table 1: Summary of Windfall Completions

Windfall and Windfall All windfalls Windfalls <10
allocated (all Windfall sites of 10 as % of as % of all
comps) Allocated Windfalls sites <10 or more comps comps
2006-07* 651 564 86.64 N/A
2007-08* 606 551 90.92 N/A
2008-09 726 97 629 367 274 86.64 50.55
2009-10 520 30 490 182 312 94.23 35.00
2010-11 788 46 742 496 386 94.16 62.94
2011-12 307 30 277 214 63 90.23 69.71
2012-13 217 26 191 76 115 88.02 35.02
2013-14 322 73 249 123 126 77.33 38.20
2014-15 380 128 252 120 132 66.32 31.58
2015-16 350 20 330 151 179 94.29 43.14
2016-17 389 79 310 183 127 79.69 47.04
2017-18 322 58 264 229 35 81.99 71.12
TOTALS 5578 587 4849 2141 1749

Table 2: Summary of completions from 2008/9 to 2016/17 to determine

windfall allowance

Windfall sites
<10

2008-09 367

2009-10 182

2010-11 496

2011-12 214

2012-13 76

2013-14 123

2014-15 120
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Total 1578

Annual 225
average

6.4 The windfall allowance is based on data that was available at the time of the preferred options
draft and is therefore an average of windfall sites of less than 10 units over the 7 year period
(2008/9 to 2014/15).

7 Methodology Stage 4 - Assessment Review

7.1 The SHLAA indicates that potential supply is sufficient to meet the total target housing
requirement. Table 3 summarises the SHLAA'’s conclusions regarding potential housing capacity.
The figures represent single dwelling units and include potential arising from dwelling houses and
flats.

Table 3 - Potential Housing Capacity

Local Plan requirement 2011-31 (857pa) 17,140
Completions from 01/04/11 to 31/03/18 2182
Empty homes brought back into use 2016/17 89
Empty homes brought back into use 2017/18 84
Total allocations 8939
Planning permissions supply as at 31/03/18 4294
Empty homes 27pa (27x13) 351
Windfall allowance of 225 units pa 225x10* 2250

5 Year Supply

7.2 The NPPF requires local authorities to be able to demonstrate that it has a rolling 5 year supply
of housing land that is available, sustainable and achievable.
Table 4 demonstrates that the Council has sufficient sites that meet this requirement.
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Table 4 — Land Supply for 2018-23

Local Plan requirement 2011-31
(857pa annualised) 17140
Stepped requirement for 15 years
from 2016-31

(Pre-Submission publication July 2018)

2016-21 4500
2021-26 5500
2026-31 5585

Requirement for rolling 5 year period

2018-23 4900
Land Supply

Planning permissions as at 31/03/18 2233
Allocations as at 31/03/18 3527
Empty Homes (5years @27 units) 135
Windfall Allowance (225x2) 450
Total Land Supply 6345

7.3 A “stepped” approach to the housing target has been adopted; ie. that a lower target is set for
the first five years, with higher targets for the following 10 years to make good the total housing
requirement for the Plan period. This is for two main reasons:

e There are significant infrastructure requirements that need to be delivered to support new
development. If the Council were required to allocate more sites to cover average
requirement for the first five-year period, this might undermine the delivery of that
infrastructure, and therefore the wider Local Plan strategy; and

e Thanet has an emergent development market, but there is a real possibility that driving high
levels of requirement in the early years might undermine the viability of some sites, or result
in lowered viability, which again could affect the delivery of services and infrastructure, as
well as affordable housing.

7.4 Taking a “stepped approach” to the housing target is considered to be realistic and deliverable,
consistent with the known intentions of developers and house builders, and does not place
unrealistic expectations on the house building industry to deliver much higher levels of housing in a
relatively short space of time. It also means that the Council can demonstrate a 5-year housing
land supply, and seek to ensure the delivery of sustainable development, supported by services
and infrastructure. There has been a shortfall in delivery over the early years of the formal Plan
period — the Council has adopted the ‘Liverpool’ methodology to address this, by spreading the
shortfall in the early years across the plan period. The Council has phased more of the smaller
allocated sites in the early phases of the plan period since delivery of the larger Strategic sites is
more likely to happen later in the phasing periods. The indicative phasing for delivery is shown in
Table 5 (this is proposed phasing of sites — the council is currently consulting with developers
regarding this)
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Table 5 - Phasing of Delivery

totals

4294

8939

2250

351

15834

Zeltene
Buiseyd

64

50

114

TE/0E0T
Buiseyd

470

225

27

796

0€/620¢
Buiseyd

630

225

27

956

62/820¢
Buiseyd

124

642

225

27

1018

8¢/.20¢
Buiseyd

225

742

225

27

1219

12/920¢
Buiseyd

293

752

225

27

1297

9¢/S¢0¢
Buiseyd

353

670

225

27

1275

S¢/¥720¢
Buiseyd

354

670

225

27

1276

¥2/€2c0¢
Buiseyd

500

786

225

27

1538

€2/220¢
Buiseyd

540

1475

225

27

2267

2¢/120¢
Buiseyd

530

1107

225

27

1889

12/020¢
Buiseyd

555

675

27

1257

02/6T0¢
Buiseyd

379

270

27

676

6T1/810¢
Buiseyd

229

27

256

Planning

permissions

Allocations

windfalls

empty homes

total
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7.5 The target housing requirement applied at the time of undertaking this SHLAA update was
17,140 net additional dwellings to 2031. The SHLAA has identified more than sufficient capacity to
allow a degree of choice, acknowledging that even where sites appear deliverable/developable
there is a risk that they will not come forward.

7.6 The sites are listed in Appendices D, E and F. Appendix D lists the sites that have been
allocated in the emerging local plan, appendix E lists the sites that have been granted planning
permission for residential development and appendix F lists the sites that have not been carried
forward for allocation. The sites are based on those included in the 2013 SHLAA with the additions
of those submitted at the Preferred Options Consultation (2015), Preferred Options Revisions
Consultation (2017) and the Call for Sites (2018).

Developability and Deliverability of Sites

7.7 As a result of the SHLAA process, the Council has allocated the sites set out in Appendix D
based on their conformity with the following requirements:

(1) consistent with the advice from the SA process;

(2) broadly meet the criteria set out in the SHLAA assessment;
(3) consistent with national planning guidance;

(4) consistent with advice from technical consultees

7.8 A number of strategic sites have been allocated as urban extensions, in line with the advice set
out in the Sustainability Appraisal. Site specific policies have been included in the local plan for each
of these sites. The sites allocated in the local plan will also contribute towards the delivery of the
proposed transport infrastructure (‘inner circuit’) identified as necessary to accommodate the
additional traffic that will be generated from the additional housing requirements. Phasing of the
housing delivery has been considered in conjunction with delivery of the transport strategy.

7.9 There are site promotors and/or developer for all of the strategic sites — one of the sites has
already been granted planning permission. The Council has had frequent meetings with the
promoters and developers of the strategic sites, including a meeting with all parties to discuss
delivery of the transport strategy. Meetings with individual parties have been held to address the
policy requirements for each site, constraints and any other issues arising that may be a barrier to
their delivery. Meetings and pre-application discussions have also taken place with parties concerned
with some of the non-strategic sites allocated in the plan.

7.10 Other sites have not been carried forward and allocated in the Local Plan for the following
reasons:
e The site lies in the open countryside/within the green wedge, in an unsustainable location,
contrary to local and national policy
Site is not consistent with the SA Strategy
Falls below SHLAA site threshold
Deliverability unrealistic due to multiple ownership
No owner intention to develop site for housing
Site is in alternative use
The site has major highways/archaeological/ecological/environmental/historical issues that
cannot be mitigated by condition
The site is designated employment land, contrary to local policy
e Site has been developed
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8 Methodology — Stage 5: Final Evidence Base

8.1 Appendices D, E and F of this report include lists of the SHLAA sites — those allocated, those
with planning permission and those not allocated. Summaries are available for each site in
Appendices D-F. Indicative phasing of anticipated development of the sites is available in
Appendix B of the Local Plan.

Reviewing the Assessment

8.2 The number of homes delivered will continue to be monitored annually through the Council's
established monitoring process, and in particular to assess the availability of a rolling 5 year land
supply and published in the Annual Monitoring Report.
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Appendix A - Map showing all sites submitted

Appendix G.1.7
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Appendix B - Map showing all sites allocated
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Appendix C - Kent & Medway Protocol

The process applied in this Thanet SHLAA generally reflects that established in the Kent
& Medway Protocol, as set out for information below. Some local interpretation has been applied
to reflect Thanet’s circumstances.

POLICY CONSTRAINT CRITERIA (PC)

PCA - Is the site within any of the following Areas?
Category 1: National and Regional

SPA, Ramsar, SAC, SSSI, National Nature Reserve, AONB, Ancient Woodlands.

Category 2:
Metropolitan Green Belt

Category 3: Local

To be determined by each individual Authority in the light of local policies and local
circumstances (In respect of Thanet this might include the designated Green Wedges)

PCB - Is the site currently in use or allocated for employment or other use and remains
suitable and required for that use or is protected by a current development plan policy
from development for other uses?

PCC - Is the site neither in nor adjacent to a settlement?

PCD - Does the site fall within or adjacent to a settlement which has not been identified in
a development plan document as a settlement/settlements suitable for future housing
development with sufficient capacity to meet future housing requirements?

IF A SITE FALLS WITHIN ANY OF THESE CATEGORIES IT SHOULD BE EXCLUDED
FROM THE ASSESSMENT AT THIS STAGE.

SUITABILITY CRITERIA (S)

SA s the site allocated for housing in an existing development plan or does it have
planning permission for housing?

If yes, the site will be suitable unless circumstances have changed to render it unsuitable. If no,
the site should be assessed against the questions set out in B to E as follows.

SB Is the site in a suitable location when measured against the following criteria?

e Within 800m. walking distance of a bus stop or railway station providing two or more
services per hour.
e Within 800 m. walking distance of a convenience store, a primary school and a GP surgery.
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e Within 30 minutes public transport time of a hospital/health centre,
secondary school, employment area, town or district centre.

In the case of Thanet the criterion applied is whether the site falls within a
corridor where a range of services is accessible by public transport within 30
minutes.

IF A SITE FAILS TO MEET ANY OF THESE CRITERIA IT SHOULD BE EXCLUDED
FROM THE ASSESSMENT AT THIS STAGE UNLESS THE SITE IS OF SUCH A SCALE
THAT THESE CONSTRAINTS COULD BE OVERCOME AS A RESULT OF ITS
DEVELOPMENT.

SC Does the site have any of the following physical or infrastructure constraints?*!
Access
Highway capacity
Infrastructure

0 Water Supply

0 Sewerage/Drainage

0 Electricity supply

o0 Gas Supply

0 Electricity Pylons
e Contamination/Pollution
Adverse Ground Conditions
Hazardous Risk
Topography
Flood Zone

If yes, how and when can the constraint be overcome?

IF THE NATURE AND SCALE OF THE CONSTRAINT IS SUCH THAT IT CANNOT BE
REMOVED DUE TO COST OR TIMESCALE OR BOTH, IT SHOULD BE DELETED
FROM THE ASSESSMENT AT THIS STAGE.

SD Would development have a detrimental impact on the following, either within
or adjacent to the site or in its vicinity?

e Townscape

e Landscape

e Trees

e Conservation Areas

e Historic Parks and Gardens

e Listed Buildings

e Scheduled Ancient Monuments

e Sites of Nature Conservation Interest/Protected Species

If yes, could the impact be mitigated through the design process, the imposition of a
condition or a legally binding agreement?

IF THE NATURE AND SCALE OF THE IMPACT IS SUCH THAT IT CANNOT BE
MITIGATED, THE SITE SHOULD BE EXCLUDED FROM THE ASSESSMENT AT
THIS STAGE.

SE Would the amenity of residents be adversely affected by any external,
environmental factors?
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If yes, could the impact be mitigated to such an extent that the residents’ living
conditions would be acceptable?

IF THE NATURE AND SCALE OF THE IMPACT ON AMENITY IS SUCH THAT IT
CANNOT BE SATISFACTORILY MITIGATED, THE SITE SHOULD BE EXCLUDED
FROM THE ASSESSMENT AT THIS STAGE.

AVAILABILITY CRITERIA (AV).

AVA Do any of the following legal or ownership factors apply to the site?
e Multiple ownership likely to result in protracted site assembly, part of the
site being unavailable for development or a ransom strip situation.
e Existing tenancy or lease agreement, which could affect the timing of the
release of the site for development.
e The willingness of an owner of owners to sell.
» The willingness of a developer with control of the site
If yes, how and when can the constraint be overcome?

IF THERE ARE ANY CONSTRAINTS TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE WITHIN
THE RELEVANT TIMESCALE WHICH CANNOT BE OVERCOME, (i.e. IT IS NOT
AVAILABLE), THE SITE WILL NOT SUBSEQUENTLY BE ASSESSED FOR ITS
ACHIEVABILITY.

ACHIEVABILITY CRITERIA (AC)

Can development of the site be achieved during the plan period having taken into
account the following market, cost and delivery factors?
ACA Market

e Compatibility of adjacent uses

e Land values compared with alternative uses

e Attractiveness of locality

e Market demand

e Projected rate of sales.

ACB Cost
e Site preparation to overcome physical constraints
e On-site and off-site planning and infrastructure requirements
e Availability of funding

ACC Delivery
e Developers’ phasing
e Build-out rates
 Number of developers
e Size and capacity of developer.

If the site is deliverable and developable, in which of the following periods would
development take place?

e During the next five years

e During years six to ten

» During years eleven to fifteen

 Beyond year fifteen and a) within plan period or b) beyond plan period, if known.

Information on the timing of overcoming physical, infrastructure, and legal constraints,
identified under “Suitability” and “Availability”, will be taken into account, together with
the “Achievability” criteria when determining the time of development.
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Appendix D — List of sites allocated in the emerging local plan

All sites included in the table below meet the criteria relating to suitability, availability and achievability set out within National Planning Practice
Guidance and the Kent Protocol. We have considered sites as they might relate to a larger allocation. The sites included are based on the

2013 SHLAA - these have previous reference numbers. Other sites were added from:
Preferred Options Consultation (2015 sub)
Preferred Options Revisions Consultation (2017 sub)

Call for Sites (2018 sub)

Coding in the SA column - UE = Urban Edge, UE* = Urban Edge if other sites are allocated, URB = Urban, VE = Village Edge, GW = Green
Wedge, Open Countryside = remote from/poorly related to any existing settlements

New Previous | Site Name Town/ Capacity | PDL Land | SA Note
Referenc | Referenc Village (y/n/part)
e No. es
SHLAA S5H11 Land at Nash Court Westwood/M | 1450 n UE* | Now forms Strategic Westwood Allocation
001 2015 sub | Road argate The site is located at the urban edge, consistent
SHLAA S553 Land West of Red Westwood n UE* | with the findings and recommendations of the
002 House Farm Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
SHLAA S447 Red House Farm, Westwood n UE other environmental and planning policy and
003 Manston Court Road guidance. Also assists in the delivery of the
Inner Circuit relief scheme.
SHLAA S515 Land at Gore End Birchington 1600 n Parti | Now forms Strategic Birchington Allocation - The
004 2015 sub | Farm al site is located at the urban edge, consistent with
UE the findings and recommendations of the
SHLAA S498 Land at Street Farm | Birchington n UE Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
005 other environmental and planning policy and
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New Previous | Site Name Town/ Capacity | PDL Land | SA Note
Referenc | Referenc Village (y/n/part)
e No. es
SHLA S499 Land at Court Mount | Birchington n UE guidance. Also assists in the delivery of the
006 Inner Circuit relief scheme.
SHLAA 2015 sub | Land to west of Birchington n UE
007 Minnis Road/South of
Railway Line and
Ingoldsby Road
SHLAA 2017 sub | Additional land at Birchington UE*
008 2018 sub | Birchington
SHLAA ST3 Land West Park Birchington n Parti
009 Lane al
UE
SHLAA ST1 Land South of Westgate 2000 n UE Now forms Strategic Westgate Allocation - The
010 Canterbury Road site is located at the urban edge, consistent with
SHLAA ST2 Land South of Westgate n UE the findings and recommendations of the
011 Linksfield Road Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
SHLAA 2018 sub | Additional land at Westgate UE* | other environmental and planning policy and
012 Westgate guidance. Also assists in the delivery of the
Inner Circuit relief scheme. Not all of the site
proposed in SHLAA12 has been allocated.
SHLAA 2015 sub | Land at Manston Ramsgate 1200 n UE* | Now forms strategic allocation.
013 Court Road/Haine The site is located at the urban edge, consistent
SHLAA Road with the findings and recommendations of the
014 2018 sub | Additional land Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
submitted in call for other environmental and planning policy and
sites 2018 guidance. Also assists in the delivery of the
(Westwood Village) Inner Circuit relief scheme.
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New Previous | Site Name Town/ Capacity | PDL Land | SA Note

Referenc | Referenc Village (y/n/part)

e No. es

SHLAA S415 South of Canterbury | Ramsgate 27 n UE The site is located at the urban edge, consistent
016 Road with the findings and recommendations of the

Sustainability Appraisal and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and

guidance
SHLAA S505 Land South East of Garlinge 34 n UE The site is located at the urban edge, consistent
017 Brooke Avenue with the findings and recommendations of the

Sustainability Appraisal and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and

guidance
SHLAA SR60 Land at Haine Road | Ramsgate 85 p UE The site is located at the urban edge, consistent
018 & Spratling Street with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal
SHLAA S540 Land off Margate 250 n UE The site is located at the urban edge, consistent
019 Nash/Manston Road with the findings and recommendations of the

Sustainability Appraisal and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and
guidance

Consistent with the emerging Transport Strategy
for the district
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New Previous | Site Name Town/ Capacity | PDL Land | SA Note
Referenc | Referenc Village (y/n/part)
e No. es
The site is well-related to the road network
improvements proposed in the draft Transport
Strategy, including the Inner Circuit
SHLAA S535 & Land West of Haine Ramsgate 250 n UE The site is located at the urban edge, consistent
020 S549 Road (adjacent to with the findings and recommendations of the
2015 sub | Eurokent Business Sustainability Appraisal and is consistent with
Park) other environmental and planning policy and
guidance
SHLAA S160 Former Allotment Ramsgate 64 n UE The site is located at the urban edge, consistent
021 2018 sub | Gardens, Manston with the findings and recommendations of the
Road Sustainability Appraisal and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and
guidance
SHLAA Land at Manston Margate 550 n UE* | Now forms strategic allocation — Land north and
022 Road/Shottendane south of Shottendane Road
Road
SHLAA 2018 sub | Land between Margate n Parti
023 Shottendane al
Road/Hartsdown UE
Road
SHLAA S189 Land at Queens Margate 24 y URB | Site is located in the urban area, consistent with
024 Arms Yard Duke the findings and recommendations of the
Street/Market Street Sustainability Appraisal and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and
guidance
SHLAA S411 Cottage Car Park, Margate 32 p URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
025 New Street with the findings and recommendations of the
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New Previous | Site Name Town/ Capacity | PDL Land | SA Note

Referenc | Referenc Village (y/n/part)

e No. es
Sustainability Appraisal and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and
guidance

SHLAA S412 Margate Town Margate 27 p URB | Site is located in the urban area, consistent with

026 Centre (South of the findings and recommendations of the

New Street) Sustainability Appraisal and is consistent with

other environmental and planning policy and
guidance

SHLAA S019 Adjacent to 9 Minnis | Birchington 11 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent

027 Road with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal

SHLAA S106 End of Seafield Road | Ramsgate 16 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent

028 with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal

SHLAA S112 Adjacent to 8 Chapel | Ramsgate 6 p URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent

029 Place with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal

SHLAA S113 Adjacent to 21 Royal | Ramsgate 18 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent

030 Road & 9 Townley with the findings and recommendations of the

Street Sustainability Appraisal

SHLAA S141 Land adjacent Margate 1020 n URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent

031 Westwood Centre with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal

SHLAA S158 R/o 7-10 Marine Margate 6 n URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent

032 Gardens with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and
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New Previous | Site Name Town/ Capacity | PDL Land | SA Note

Referenc | Referenc Village (y/n/part)

e No. es
guidance

SHLAA S168 British Gas Site Ramsgate 96 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent

033 Boundary Rd with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and
guidance

SHLAA S174 Land at junction Margate 14 n URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent

034 Wilderness Hill & with the findings and recommendations of the

Dane Road Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with

other environmental and planning policy and
guidance

SHLAA S186a 79-85 High Street Ramsgate 10 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent

035 with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and
guidance

SHLAA S196 Gas Holder Station, Margate 22 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent

036 Addington Street with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal. Possible need for
decontamination due to previous use

SHLAA S200 100 Grange Road Ramsgate 16 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent

037 with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and
guidance.

SHLAA S215 WW Martin, Dane Ramsgate 14 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
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New Previous | Site Name Town/ Capacity | PDL Land | SA Note

Referenc | Referenc Village (y/n/part)

e No. es

038 Park Road with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and
guidance

SHLAA S230 10 CIliff Street Ramsgate 11 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent

039 with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and
guidance

SHLAA S276 Complete Car Sales, | Ramsgate 10 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent

040 Willsons Road with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and
guidance

SHLAA S295 38, 38a and 42 St Broadstairs 5 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent

041 Peters Road with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and
guidance

SHLAA S322 Units 1-4 Monkton Ramsgate 5 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent

042 Place with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and
guidance

SHLAA S339 3&7 Margate 5 p URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent

043 Northumberland with the findings and recommendations of the
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New Previous | Site Name Town/ Capacity | PDL Land | SA Note
Referenc | Referenc Village (y/n/part)
e No. es
Avenue Sustainability Appraisal
SHLAA S393 Highfield Road Land | Ramsgate 25 n URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
044 with the findings and recommendations of the

Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and

guidance.
SHLAA S410 Fort Hill/ Arcadian Margate 28 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
045 with the findings and recommendations of the

Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and

guidance
SHLAA S429 Safari House, Haine | Ramsgate 6 n URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
046 Road with the findings and recommendations of the

Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and

guidance
SHLAA S467 Furniture Mart, Booth | Margate 9 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
047 Place, Grotto Hill with the findings and recommendations of the

Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and

guidance
SHLAA S522 Eurokent, New Haine | Ramsgate 550 n URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
048 Road with the findings and recommendations of the

Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and
guidance

SHLAA 2018 sub | Laleham School, Ramsgate 70 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
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New Previous | Site Name Town/ Capacity | PDL Land | SA Note
Referenc | Referenc Village (y/n/part)
e No. es
049 S527 Northdown Park with the findings and recommendations of the
Road Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and
guidance
SHLAA S529 Land at Victoria Margate 35 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
050 Road & Dane Road with the findings and recommendations of the
& Thanet Road & Sustainability Appraisal and is consistent with
Danesmead Terrace other environmental and planning policy and
guidance
SHLAA S534 Haine Farm, Haine Ramsgate 35 n URB | This site has been allocated in the Local Plan as
051 Road (adjacent to it is located in the urban area, consistent with
Eurokent Business the findings and recommendations of the
Park) Sustainability Appraisal.
SHLAA S536 Land off Northwood Ramsgate 45 n URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
052 Road with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal
SHLAA SR9 Dane Valley Arms, Margate 13 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
053 Dane Valley Road with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal
SHLAA SR16 Builders Yard, The Margate 10 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
054 Avenue with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal
SHLAA SR45 1 Thanet Road Margate 5 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
055 with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal
SHLAA SR51 3-7 Surrey Gardens | Birchington 5 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
056 with the findings and recommendations of the
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New Previous | Site Name Town/ Capacity | PDL Land | SA Note
Referenc | Referenc Village (y/n/part)
e No. es
Sustainability Appraisal
SHLAA SR65 Land at Waterside Westgate 12 n URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
057 Drive with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal
SHLAA SR67 14 Suffolk Avenue Westgate 14 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
058 with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal.
SHLAA SR69 R/O Cecilia Road Ramsgate 23 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
059 with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal
SHLAA SS16 Margate Delivery Margate 10 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
060 Office, 12-18 with the findings and recommendations of the
Addington Street Sustainability Appraisal
SHLAA SS20 Industrial Units, Margate 10 y URB | This site is located in the urban area, consistent
061 Marlborough Road with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal.
SHLAA SS22 Former Newington Ramsgate 49 y URB | This site is located in the urban area, consistent
062 Nursery & Infants with the findings and recommendations of the
School, Melbourne Sustainability Appraisal.
Avenue
SHLAA SS23 Gap House School, 1 | Broadstairs 10 p URB | This site is located in the urban area, consistent
063 Southcliff Parade with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal.
SHLAA SS24 Foreland School, Broadstairs 14 p URB | This site is located in the urban area, consistent
064 2018 sub | Lanthorne Road with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal.
SHLAA SS34 Thanet Reach Broadstairs 80 n URB | This site is located in the urban area, consistent
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065 Southern Part with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal.
SHLAA SS35 Manston Road Ramsgate 170 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
066 Industrial Estate (2 with the findings and recommendations of the
sites North and Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
South) (including other environmental policy and guidance.
S443)
SHLAA SS36 Part of Pysons Road | Broadstairs 26 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
067 Industrial Estate with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental policy and guidance.
SHLAA SS43 Magnet & Southern, | Ramsgate 8 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
068 Newington Road with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental policy and guidance.
SHLAA 2017 sub | Shottendane Farm Margate 8 n Parti | The site is located at the urban edge, consistent
069 al with the findings and recommendations of the
UE Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental policy and guidance.
SHLAA 2017 sub | Lanthorne Court Broadstairs 56 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
070 with the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental policy and guidance.
SHLAA SR61 Former Club Union Broadstairs 24 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
071 Convalescent Home, with the findings and recommendations of the
north of Reading Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
Street other environmental policy and guidance.
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Referenc | Referenc Village (y/n/part)

e No. es

SHLAA S512 Land at Tothill Street | Minster 250 n VE All part of same allocation

072 2015 sub The site is located at the urban edge/larger

SHLAA S436 Land West of Minster n VE villages, consistent with the findings and

073 Greenhill Gardens recommendations of the sustainability appraisal,

SHLAA S85 End of Prospect Minster p and is consistent with other environmental

074 Road planning policy and guidance

SHLAA ST4 Adjacent Foxborough | Minster 35 n VE The site is located at the larger village edge,

075 House, Foxborough consistent with the findings of the sustainability

Lane appraisal, and is consistent with other

environmental planning policy and guidance.

SHLAA S509 Land at The Length St Nicholas 25 n VE The site is located at the village edge, consistent

076 2015 sub with the findings of the sustainability appraisal
and is consistent with other environmental
planning policy and guidance.

SHLAA ST6 Land at Walter’s Hall | Monkton 18 n VE* | The site is located at the village edge, consistent

077 2017 sub | Farm with the findings of the sustainability appraisal
and is consistent with other environmental
planning policy and guidance.

SHLAA S488 Land at Manor Road | St Nicholas 36 n VE The site is located at the village edge, consistent

078 2015 Sub with the findings of the sustainability appraisal
and is consistent with other environmental
planning policy and guidance.

SHLAA S543 (18) | Builders Yard South | Monkton 20 p VE The site is located at the village edge, consistent

079 R25-135 | of 116-124 Monkton with the findings of the sustainability appraisal

& R25- Street and is consistent with other environmental
102 (20) planning policy and guidance.
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New Previous | Site Name Town/ Capacity | PDL Land | SA Note
Referenc | Referenc Village (y/n/part)
e No. es
SHLAA S468 Site ‘A’ South Side of | Cliffsend 40 n VE All part of same allocation
080 A253 The site is located at the urban edge/larger
SHLAA S435 Land West of Cliff Cliffsend n VE villages, consistent with the findings and
081 S469 View Road recommendations of the sustainability appraisal,
S470 and is consistent with other environmental
R25-043 planning policy and guidance. Site partially
R25- allocated. Land at S470 allocated for Parkway
020/1 Station.
SHLAA S416 South Side Cliffsend 30 n VE All part of same allocation
082 S561 Cottington Road The site is located at the larger villages,
consistent with the findings and
recommendations of the Sustainability Appraisal
and is consistent with other environmental and
planning policy and guidance
The site is not located in the vicinity of the
Airport
SHLAA S46 Rear of 59-65 Harold | Cliftonville 9 p URB | This site has been allocated in the Local Plan as
083 Road it is located in the urban area, consistent with
the findings and recommendations of the
Sustainability Appraisal
SHLAA S47 Adjacent to 60 Cliftonville 14 y URB | This site has been allocated in the Local Plan as
084 Harold Road and it is located in the urban area, consistent with
rear of 40-56 Harold the findings and recommendations of the
Road Sustainability Appraisal.
SHLAA S48 Adjacent to 14 Cliftonville 10 y URB | This site has been allocated in the Local Plan as
085 Harold Road it is located in the urban area, consistent with
the findings and recommendations of the
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Sustainability Appraisal.
SHLAA S165 St George’s Hotel, Cliftonville 87 y URB | The site is located in the urban area, consistent
086 61-75 Eastern with the findings and recommendations of the
Esplanade Sustainability Appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental and planning policy and
guidance
SHLAA S452 Part of allotment Ramsgate 61 N UE The site is located on the urban edge, consistent
087 gardens, Manston with the findings and recommendations of the
Road sustainability appraisal, and is consistent with
other environmental planning policy and
guidance.
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Appendix E — List of SHLAA sites with planning permission for residential
development

New Previou | Site Name Town/Villa | Capacity | PDL SA Planning Status
reference s ge Land Application (HIA
no Referen (y/n/pa Reference 2018)
ces rt) C - Complete
UC - Under
Construction
NS — Not
Started
SHLAA 088 | S1 Corner of Dumpton Park Drive & Ramsgate | 12 Y URB | (OL)14/1024 NS
Honeysuckle Road (F)15/0311
SHLAA 089 | S107 Land adjacent to 12 Kings Road Ramsgate | 89 Y URB | 11/0288 C
SHLAA 090 | S159 Royal Seabathing Hospital Margate 272 Y URB | 04/0700 ucC
SHLAA 091 | 2015 sub | Westwood Lodge, Poorhole Lane Broadstairs | 153 N GW | OL/TH/15/0788 | NS
R25-026
R25-027
SHLAA 092 Pleasurama Amusement Park, Marina | Ramsgate | 107 Y URB | 03/1200 ucC
Esplanade
SHLAA 093 | S164 Former Police Station & Former Ramsgate | 82 Y URB | TH10/0573 uc
Magistrates Court Cavendish Street
SHLAA 094 | S172 Granville House, Victoria Parade Ramsgate | 38 Y URB | TH14/0083 Expired
SHLAA 095 | S179 6 North Foreland Road Broadstairs | 14 P URB | NS —-12/0941 SIS
SHLAA 096 | S209 44 Canterbury Road Margate 13 Y URB | 15/0278 ucC
SHLAA 097 | S216 131-141 King Street Ramsgate | 15 Y URB | 13/0230 uc
SHLAA 098 | S227 139-141 High Street Ramsgate | 12 Y URB | 15/0087 uc
SHLAA 099 | S228 See SR12 237 Ramsgate Road Margate 9 Y URB | 12/0313 Expired
SHLAA 100 | S234 9 & 30-32 Cavendish Street & High Ramsgate | 12 Y URB | 12/0765 ucC
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reference s ge Land Application (HIA
no Referen (y/n/pa Reference 2018)
ces I’t) C —Complete
UC — Under
Construction
NS — Not
Started
Street, Land adj
SHLAA 101 | S243 Court Stairs Lodge Pegwell Road Ramsgate Y URB | 14/0447 C
SHLAA102 | S258 6-8 CIiff Street Ramsgate |9 Y URB | 13/0063 C
SHLAA 103 | S263 56,56A&58 Station Road Birchington | 6 Y URB | 12/0912 C
SHLAA104 | S272 69 West Cliff Road Ramsgate |8 Y URB | 11/0096 C
SHLAA 105 | S290 Land to rear of 28 High Street Broadstairs | 4 Y URB | 14/0636 NS
SHLAA 106 | S293 10-14 Vicarage Crescent Margate 6 Y URB | 10/0041 ucC
SHLAA 107 | S297 Cliff Cottage Herschell Road Birchington | 6 P URB | 10/0248 ucC
SHLAA 108 | S301 27-29 Alexandra Road Margate 5 Y URB | 08/0904 C
SHLAA 109 | S309 The Lodge Canterbury Road Margate 8 P URB | 15/0373 ucC
SHLAA110 | S318 Brown & Mason Ltd, Canterbury Road, | Birchington | 5 Y URB | 14/0612 Expired
Court mount
SHLAA11l | S321 167 Pegwell Road Ramsgate |7 N URB | 12/0537 uc
SHLAA 112 | SR2 45-49 and 51. Sea Road Westgate 29 Y URB | 16/0280 uc
SHLAA 113 | SR4 Land at 57 59 61 63 and 67 Eaton Margate 6 Y URB | 13/0888 S/S
Road
SHLAA114 | SR11 100 South Eastern Road Ramsgate | 12 Y URB | 14/0902 C
SHLAA 115 | SR14 69-73 King Street Ramsgate Y URB | 14/0660 C
SHLAA 116 | SR15 8-12 High Street Broadstairs | 12 Y URB | 14/0480 uc
SHLAA 117 | SR17 Emmanuel Church, Victoria Road Margate 10 Y URB | 17/1271 NS
SHLAA 118 | SR18 Lockwoods Yard, The Grove Westgate Y URB | 09/0784 C
SHLAA 119 | SR20 43-49 High Street Margate Y URB | 05/0204 C
SHLAA 120 | SR22 Land adjoining 34 Seafield Road & Ramsgate | 6 Y URB | 16/0377 NS
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New Previou | Site Name Town/Villa | Capacity | PDL SA Planning Status
reference s ge Land Application (HIA
no Referen (y/n/pa Reference 2018)
ces I’t) C — Complete
UC — Under
Construction
NS — Not
Started
121, 121A & 121B Southwood Road
SHLAA 121 | URB 2A Park Road Ramsgate |8 Y URB | 14/0976 C
SHLAA 122 | SR25 33 Belmont Road Ramsgate |3 Y URB | 13/0254 ucC
SHLAA 123 | SR26 41-43 Victoria Road Margate 8 Y URB | 15/0291 NS
SHLAA 124 | SR31 2&3 St Marys Road Broadstairs | 7 Y URB | 08/0929 C
SHLAA 125 | SR34 Dane Valley Filling Station, Millmead Margate 4 Y URB | 15/0642 C
Road
SHLAA 126 | SR37 125 High Street Margate Y URB | 15/0383 C
SHLAA 127 | SR39 29 Athelstan Road Margate Y URB | 14/0476 C
SHLAA 128 | SR42 Abbey Lodge, Priory Road Ramsgate |5 P URB | 16/1442 C
SHLAA 129 | SR44 Sheridan, Cliff Road Broadstairs | 14 P URB | 16/0424 uc
SHLAA 130 | SR48 140 King Street Ramsgate | 6 Y URB | 14/0847 NS
SHLAA 131 | SR50 25-27 Turner Street Ramsgate Y URB | 13/0852 C
SHLAA 132 | SR52 38 Sweyn Road Margate Y URB | 14/0996 C
SHLAA 133 | S426 Jentex Site, Canterbury Road West Cliffsend 56 Y UE 15/0020 NS
SHLAA 134 | S455 Youngs Nursery, Arundel Road Cliffsend 12 Y URB | 13/0426 ucC
SHLAA 135 | SS33 Land at Haine Road (Manston Green Ramsgate | 785 N Ope | 14/0050 NS
2018 sub n
Cou
ntrys
ide
SHLAA 136 | S429 Safari House, Haine Road Ramsgate | 28 P URB | 16/0731 C
SHLAA 137 | S522 Eurokent Business Park, Haine Road Ramsgate | 550 N URB | 11/0910 NS
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New Previou | Site Name Town/Villa | Capacity | PDL SA Planning Status
reference s ge Land Application (HIA
no Referen (y/n/pa Reference 2018)
ces I’t) C — Complete
UC — Under
Construction
NS — Not
Started
SHLAA 138 | S527 Laleham School, Northdown Park Margate 72 Y URB | 14/0518 ucC
Road
SHLAA 139 | S488 Land at Manor Road St Nicholas | 17 P VE 15/0770 ucC
R25-146 at Wade
SHLAA 140 S531 Land .south of Cliffsend railway Cliffsend 31 N VE 16/0483 ucC
crossing
SHLAA 141 | 2017 sub | Land at Summer Road St Nicholas | 6 N Ope | OL/TH/17/0314 | NS
at Wade n
coun
trysi
de
SHLAA 142 | R25-123 Land at 66 Monkton Rd Minster 34 P VE OL/TH/16/0654 |
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Appendix F — List of sites not being carried forward for allocation in the Local

Plan
New Previo | Site Name Town/Villa | Capac | PDL SA Assessment
Refere | us ge ity LAND Suitability, Availability, Achievability
nce no | Refere (Y/N/P
nces art)
SHLAA | S417 Land at Broadstair | 500 N GwW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
143 Kingsdown Farm | s Partial Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
UE and national policy
SHLAA | S421 Land West Side of | Broadstair | 45 N GW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
144 Northdown Hill S UE Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
and national policy
SHLAA | S428 Focus Store and Ramsgate | 20 P GW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
145 Land Rear, UE Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
Pyson’s Road and national policy
SHLAA | S434 Land Adj Stella Broadstair | 8 N GW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
146 SS18 Maris Convent, S UE Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
S434 North Foreland and national policy
2015 Rd
sub
2018
sub
SHLAA | S450 Part of Former St Peters | 60 N GW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
147 Gas Works Site, UE Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
Northdown Rd and national policy
SHLAA | S460 Land North of Birchingto | 70 N GW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
148 Park Rd n UE Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
and national policy
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New Previo | Site Name Town/Villa | Capac | PDL SA Assessment
Refere | us ge ity LAND Suitability, Availability, Achievability
nce no | Refere (Y/N/P
nces art)
SHLAA | S475 Land at Draper’s Margate 60 N GW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
149 Mill Primary UE Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
School and national policy
SHLAA | S481 Land at Ramsgate | Margate 30 N GW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
150 Road UE Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
and national policy
SHLAA | S489 Land West of Margate 180 N GwW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
151 Updown House, Partial Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
Ramsgate Rd UE and national policy
SHLAA | S496 Land fronting Broadstair | 290 N GwW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
152 (north side) of s Partial Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
Westwood Rd UE and national policy
SHLAA | S545 Land at Hopeville | Broadstair | 80 N GW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
153 SS37 Farm S UE Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
2015 and national policy
sub
SHLAA | S546 Land at Broadstair | 83 N GwW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
154 Northdown Rd s Partial Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
UE and national policy
SHLAA | SR75 Brazil Brothers, Broadstair |9 Y GwW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
155 Sackett’s Hill S Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
and national policy
SHLAA | SS25 Land North of Broadstair | 40 N GwW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
156 2015 Albert Rd & East | s UE Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
sub of Victoria Avenue and national policy
2018
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New Previo | Site Name Town/Villa | Capac | PDL SA Assessment
Refere | us ge ity LAND Suitability, Availability, Achievability
nce no | Refere (Y/N/P
nces art)
sub
SHLAA | SS26 Land North East Broadstair | 30 N GW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
157 2015 of Reading Stand | s UE Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
sub North West of and national policy
2018 Convent Rd
sub (Parcel B)
SHLAA | SS27 Land North of Broadstair | 55 N GwW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
158 Reading St and s Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
South of George and national policy
Hill Rd (Parcel C)
SHLAA | SS6 Land off Broadstair | 110 N GW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
159 Newlands Lane s Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
and national policy
SHLAA | 2018 Field adjacent to Margate 80 N GW The site lies in the open countryside within the Green
160 sub St Peters Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
Road/Land adj and national policy
QEQM hospital,
Land adj Yoakley
House
SHLAA | S3 25-32 Royal Broadstair | 0 N URB Site is in alternative use
161 Close S No owner intention to develop site for housing
SHLAA | S4 Rear 14-42 Fair Broadstair | 0O N URB Site is in alternative use
162 Street s No owner intention to develop site for housing
SHLAA | S5 R/O 4-28 St Broadstair | 0 Y URB Site is in alternative use
163 Peters Park Road | s No owner intention to develop site for housing
SHLAA | S7 78-92 Bromstone | Broadstair | 2 N URB Falls below SHLAA site threshold
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Refere | us ge ity LAND Suitability, Availability, Achievability
nce no | Refere (Y/N/P
nces art)
164 Road S
SHLAA | S8 R/O 2-24 Brassey | Broadstair | 0 N URB Site identified as part of the Halcrow urban capacity
165 Avenue & 67-87 S study. No owner intention to develop land for housing.
Ramsgate Road Multiple gardens and ownership and therefore unlikely
to come forward.
SHLAA | S11 R/O 1-15 Broadstair | 0 N URB Site identified as part of the Halcrow urban capacity
166 CatherineWay & | s study. No owner intention to develop land for housing.
9-15 Lindenthorpe Multiple gardens and ownership and therefore unlikely
Road to come forward.
SHLAA | S12 Corner of Reading | Broadstair | 1 N URB Falls below SHLAA site threshold
167 Street and S
Elmwood Close
SHLAA | S13 R/O 3-213 Broadstair | 0 N URB Site identified as part of the Halcrow urban capacity
168 Beacon Road S study. No owner intention to develop land for housing.
Multiple gardens and ownership and therefore unlikely
to come forward.
SHLAA | S14 R/O 30-61 Broadstair | 0 N URB Site identified as part of the Halcrow urban capacity
169 Northdown Road | s study. No owner intention to develop land for housing.
Multiple gardens and ownership and therefore unlikely
to come forward.
SHLAA | S20 East of Birchingto | O N URB Falls below SHLAA site threshold
170 Birchington n
Station car park
SHLAA | S23 Rear of 10-30 Birchingto |0 N URB Site identified as part of the Halcrow urban capacity
171 Shakespeare n study. No owner intention to develop land for housing.
Road Multiple gardens and ownership and therefore unlikely
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nce no | Refere (Y/N/P
nces art)
to come forward.
SHLAA | S24 Rear of 6-12 Birchingto | 3 N URB Falls below SHLAA site threshold
172 Queens Avenue n
SHLAA | S25 Rear of 14-26 Birchingto | 0 Y URB Site is in alternative use
173 Daryngton n No owner intention to develop site for housing
Avenue
SHLAA | S26 Rear of 61-97 Birchingto | 0O N URB Site identified as part of the Halcrow urban capacity
174 Quex View Road | n study. No owner intention to develop land for housing.
& 68-116 Park Multiple gardens and ownership and therefore unlikely
Avenue to come forward.
SHLAA | S27 53 High Street Broadstair | O Y URB Falls below SHLAA site threshold
175 S Site is in alternative use
SHLAA | S30 Rear of 11-25 Margate 5 P URB Site identified as part of the Halcrow urban capacity
176 Canterbury Road study. No owner intention to develop land for housing.
Multiple gardens and ownership and therefore unlikely
to come forward.
SHLAA | S31 Rear of 40-115 Margate 0 N URB Site identified as part of the Halcrow urban capacity
177 Westbrook study. No owner intention to develop land for housing.
Avenue Multiple gardens and ownership and therefore unlikely
to come forward
SHLAA | S32 Rear of 16-52 Margate 0 N URB Site identified as part of the Halcrow urban capacity
178 Bird's Avenue study. No owner intention to develop land for housing.
Multiple gardens and ownership and therefore unlikely
to come forward.
SHLAA | S33 Rear of 6-22 Margate 3 N URB Site unrealistic due to multiple ownership
179 Craven Close
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Refere | us ge ity LAND Suitability, Availability, Achievability
nce no | Refere (Y/N/P
nces art)
SHLAA | S34 Adjacent to 146 Margate 20 P URB Site identified as part of the Halcrow urban capacity
180 Canterbury Road study. No owner intention to develop land for housing.
& rear of 128-146 Multiple gardens and ownership and therefore unlikely
Canterbury Road to come forward.
SHLAA | S42 Rear of 18-36 St Margate 5 N URB Site identified as part of the Halcrow urban capacity
181 Peter's Road study. No owner intention to develop land for housing.
Multiple gardens and ownership and therefore unlikely
to come forward.
SHLAA | S43 Opposite 4 Margate 0 Y URB Site identified as part of the Halcrow urban capacity
182 Victoria Road study. No owner intention to develop land for housing.
Multiple gardens and ownership and therefore unlikely
to come forward.
SHLAA | S50 Adjacent 6 Margate 0 P URB Falls below SHLAA site threshold
183 Second Avenue Site is garden land
SHLAA | S59 Adjacent to 15 Margate 12 Y URB Site has been developed
184 Dalby Square
SHLAA | S61 Adjacent to 32 Margate 10 Y URB Site has been developed
185 Fort Crescent
SHLAA | S65 Rear of 2-22 Margate 8 Y URB Site largely developed with a mixture of new-build and
186 Ethelbert Road conversions. No further scope for significant additional
development.
SHLAA | S69 Rear of 46-78 Margate 0 N URB Site unrealistic due to multiple ownership
187 Northdown Park
Road & 44-48
Holly Lane
SHLAA | S71 Between 36-42 Margate 4 N URB Falls below SHLAA site threshold
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188 Star Lane
SHLAA | S72 Rear of 2-36 Margate 0 P URB Site unrealistic due to multiple ownership
189 Farley Road & 1-

21 Nash Lane
SHLAA | S73 Rear of 15-70 Margate 0 N URB Site unrealistic due to multiple ownership
190 Nash Road
SHLAA | S77 Rear of 3-47 Margate 0 N URB Site unrealistic due to multiple ownership
191 Marlowe Road &

2-48 Hertford

Road
SHLAA | S78 Rear of 1-59 Margate 0 N URB Site unrealistic due to multiple ownership
192 Invicta Road & 2-

41 Kent Road
SHLAA | S100 Back gardens of Ramsgate |0 N URB Site unrealistic due to multiple ownership
193 3-9 Nethercourt

Farm Rd & 4-12

Helvellyn Ave
SHLAA | S108 Corner of Eagle Ramsgate | 0 Y URB Site now largely developed for retail use and housing
194 Hill
SHLAA | S111 Rear of 2-26 Ramsgate |5 Y URB Public car park, no intention to develop for housing
195 Ellington Road
SHLAA | S116 Rear of 2-50 Ramsgate | 38 N URB Site unrealistic due to multiple ownership
196 Queens Gate

Road & 1-51

Wilfred Road
SHLAA | S117 Rear of 1-23 West | Ramsgate | 0 N URB Development could have a significant impact of the
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197 Cliff Terrace Listed Building and its setting
SHLAA | S119 Rear of 12-86 Ramsgate |0 N URB Site unrealistic due to multiple ownership
198 Manston Road
SHLAA | S128 Rear of 1-13 Ramsgate | O Y URB Site unrealistic due to multiple ownership
199 Beaufort Avenue
SHLAA | S129 Adjacent to 63 Ramsgate |0 P UE Site unrealistic due to multiple ownership
200 Spratling Street
SHLAA | S130 Along Spratling Ramsgate | 13 P Partial Site unrealistic due to multiple ownership
201 Lane UE
SHLAA | S132 52-64 Park Road | Ramsgate |8 Y URB Development of whole site unrealistic due to multiple
202 ownership, but part of site has been developed.
SHLAA | S140 Corner of Cedric | Westgate | 7 P URB Any redevelopment likely to fall below SHLAA
203 Road & Cuthbert site/allocation threshold
Road
SHLAA | S145 St Augustine's Westgate | 97 Y URB Site has been developed
204 College
Canterbury Road
SHLAA | S146 St Augustine's Ramsgate | 45 N URB Significant heritage asset — the site has high
205 Abbey historical/cultural value and the development of any part
of this site for residential purposes would cause
“material harm” to the setting of the main listed building.
SHLAA | S149 29 Ethelbert Margate 29 Y URB Suitable for residential use, but no owner intention to
206 Crescent, develop land for housing. Planning consent granted for
Cliftonville hotel use.
SHLAA | S150 17-23 Dalby Margate 12 N URB Development completed
207 Square
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SHLAA | S151 16/17 Marine Margate Y URB Some physical/structural constraints. Owner intentions
208 Terrace not known. Could come forward as “windfall”.
SHLAA | S152 Church, St Lukes | Ramsgate | O P URB No owner intention to develop land for housing
209 Avenue
SHLAA | S154 65 Hereson Rd & | Ramsgate Y URB Site developed
210 Thanet Road
SHLAA | S155 7 Market Place Margate 2 Y URB Falls below SHLAA site threshold
211
SHLAA | S156 7/11 Addington Margate Y URB Falls below SHLAA site threshold
212 Road
SHLAA | S157 67/73 Northdown | Margate Y URB Falls below SHLAA site threshold
213 Rd
SHLAA Land at Hundreds | Westgate | O URB Site has planning permission for alternative use
214 Farm, Canterbury

Road
SHLAA | S250 Station Approach | Birchingto | 9 Y URB Development completed
215 Yard, Station n

Approach
SHLAA | S282 Regency School Ramsgate | O Y URB Planning consent granted, but not implemented. No
216 of English & Hotel clear owner intention to develop land for housing

St Augustines

Road
SHLAA | S289 2a Dane Hill Margate 2 Y URB Falls below SHLAA site threshold, may come forward
217 as a windfall
SHLAA | S291 30 Albion Road Broadstair | 3 Y URB Falls below threshold, may come forward as a windfall
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218 S
SHLAA | S324 5&1-11 (land rear | Margate 5 P URB Falls below threshold, may come forward as a windfall
219 of Albion Road)
SHLAA | S330 7C Market Place Margate 5 Y URB Falls below SHLAA threshold, may come forward as a
220 windfall
SHLAA | S333 The Surgery, Ramsgate |5 Y URB The current use of the building for healthcare purposes
221 Mildmay Court would be supported by Local Plan policy. Unlikely to
Bellevue Road come forward for development.
SHLAA | S344 43 Ethelbert Westgate | 2 Y URB Falls below SHLAA threshold, may come forward as a
222 Square windfall
SHLAA | S347 15 Approach Margate 5 P URB Falls below SHLAA threshold, may come forward as a
223 Road windfall
SHLAA | S348 6 Surrey Road Cliftonville | 5 Y URB Falls below SHLAA threshold, may come forward as a
224 windfall
SHLAA | SR10 St Benedicts Margate 12 Y URB The Community Centre is a relatively new bespoke
225 Church, Whitehall building and its long-term use for community purposes
Road would be supported by Local Plan policy. No owner
intention to develop land for housing.
SHLAA | SR21 86-88 Ellington Ramsgate |9 Y URB No clear owner intention to develop site
226 Road,
SHLAA | SR29 Fairlight and Broadstair | O P URB Site partially developed with single dwelling. Outline
227 Seascape, S consent not capable of implementation.
Reading Street
SHLAA | SR30 13 Canterbury Margate 6 Y URB No clear owner intention to develop land for housing.
228 Road
SHLAA | SR36 110 Minnis Road | Birchingto | 6 Y URB Planning permission has lapsed. No reasonable
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229 n prospect of implementation.
SHLAA | SR38 25 Royal Margate 0 Y URB No owner intention to develop land for housing
230 Esplanade
SHLAA | SR40 3-4 Royal Margate 6 Y URB No owner intention to develop land for housing
231 Esplanade
SHLAA | SR41 62A Addiscombe | Margate 6 Y URB No reasonable prospect of delivery
232 Road
SHLAA | SR43 Old School Margate 6 Y URB No reasonable prospect of delivery
233 Lodge, New
Cross Street
SHLAA | SR46 11 Elms Avenue Ramsgate |0 P URB No owner intention to develop land for housing
234
SHLAA | SR53 38-40 High Street | Margate 5 Y URB No owner intention to develop land for housing
235
SHLAA | SR54 41 Royal Road Ramsgate |5 Y URB Site has been developed
236
SHLAA | S355 Land adjacent Margate 0 Y URB No owner intention to develop land for housing
237 Media Centre
SHLAA | S357 45 Hawley Square | Margate 1 Y URB Falls below SHLAA threshold, may come forward as a
238 windfall (1 unit)
SHLAA | S445 Rose Farm Ramsgate |0 P URB No owner intention to develop land for housing
239 House, Haine
Road
SHLAA | S446 Beerlings Farm, Ramsgate |0 P URB Previously no owner intention to develop land for
240 Haine Road housing. Outline application now in for 17 houses. If
planning permission is approved could come forward as
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a windfall
SHLAA | S349a | Thanet Technical | Broadstair | 0O Y URB No owner intention to develop land for housing
241 College, S
Ramsgate Road
SHLAA | S407 Dreamland Margate 0 Y URB No owner intention to develop land for housing
242 amusement park
site
SHLAA | S408 Arlington Margate 0 Y URB No owner intention to develop land for housing
243 2015
sub
SHLAA | S409 Rendezvous Margate 0 Y URB No owner intention to develop land for housing
244
SHLAA | S413 The Lido Margate 80 Y URB No owner intention to develop land for housing
245
SHLAA | S414 & | Nethercourt Ramsgate | 41 P URB The site has major archaeological issues that cannot be
246 102 Estate (N of mitigated by condition
2015 Canterbury Road)
sub
SHLAA | S422 Land at Margate margate 20 Y URB No owner intention to develop land for housing
247 Station
SHLAA | S451 Montefiore Site Ramsgate |0 N URB No owner intention to develop land for housing
248
SHLAA | S459 Land off Broadstair | 2 N UE Falls below threshold, may come forward as a windfall
249 Northdown Road, |s (2 unit)
St Peters
SHLAA | S462 Warten Road Ramsgate |0 N URB No owner intention to develop land for housing
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250 playing field,

Warten Road
SHLAA | S463 Land at East Margate 0 P URB Site in multiple ownership
251 Northdown Farm
SHLAA | S465 Bromstone Broadstair | 0 Y URB No owner intention to develop land for housing
252 School, Rumfields | s

Road
SHLAA | S473 31 Victoria Road Ramsgate | 2 Y URB Falls below threshold, may come forward as a windfall
253
SHLAA | S476 Land adj Margate 0 N UE Site in alternative use
254 Hartsdown &

Garlinge schools
SHLAA | S497 Land east of Ramsgate | 174 N UE The site has major
255 2015 Harbour approach archaeological/ecological/environmental/historical

sub road, issues that cannot be mitigated by condition

SHLAA | S516 Wolseley UK, Broadstair | 0 Y URB Site in alternative use
256 Westwood Road S
SHLAA | S524 Davenport House, | Broadstair | O Y URB Site in alternative use
257 479 Margate S

Road
SHLAA | S548 Land at Birchingto | O Y UE No owner intention to develop land for housing
258 Birchington n

medical centre
SHLAA | S532 Land at 169 Birchingto | 0 P URB The site has major
259 Minnis Rd, 42 n archaeological/ecological/environmental/historical
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Arthur Rd, Viking issues that cannot be mitigated by condition
Close
SHLAA | SR64 Land at Surrey Birchingto | 2 Y URB Falls below threshold, may come forward as a windfall
260 Gardens n
SHLAA | SS14 Adj9&11 Ramsgate |3 N URB Falls below threshold, may come forward as a windfall
261 Helvellyn Avenue
SHLAA | SS15 Broadstairs Broadstair | 4 Y URB No owner intention to develop the site for housing
262 Delivery Office, 20 | s
The Broadway
SHLAA | SS17 Ramsgate Ramsgate |4 Y URB No owner intention to develop the site for housing
263 Delivery Office ,42
Wilfred Road
SHLAA | SS28 Land between Birchingto | 4 N URB Falls below threshold, may come forward as a windfall
264 296 & 284 n
Canterbury Road
SHLAA | S420 Land west of Birchingto | 75 N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
265 2017 Dane n Country | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
sub Road/Pudding Mill side local and national policy. Close proximity to multiple
Lane international wildlife designations. Not well related to
urban edge.
SHLAA | SR71 Stroud & Westwood | 27 Y URB Site in alternative use. No owner intention to develop for
266 Stylecast housing
SHLAA | SR72 Dane Valley St Peters | 255 P UE The developed part of the site is designated
267 Industrial Estate GwW employment land, contrary to local policy.
(developed and The undeveloped part of the site lies within the Green
undeveloped Wedge, in an unsustainable location, contrary to local
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parts) and national policy.
SHLAA | SR73 K Laundry Ramsgate | 16 Y URB Site in alternative use. No owner intention to develop for
268 housing
SHLAA | SS38 All Saint's Margate 60 Y URB The site is designated employment land, contrary to
269 Industrial Estate, local policy
No owner intention to develop site for housing
SHLAA | SS39 Tivoli Road, Margate 100 Y URB The site is designated employment land, contrary to
270 Industrial Estate, local policy
SHLAA | SS40 140-144 Ramsgate | 50 Y URB Circumstances have changed as site is now a primary
271 Newington Rd free school.
SHLAA | SS41 Princes Road Ramsgate | 35 Y URB The site is designated employment land, contrary to
272 Depot local policy.
SHLAA | SS42 Whitehall Road Ramsgate | 30 Y URB The site is designated employment land, contrary to
273 Industrial Estate local policy
SHLAA | SS44 St Lawrence Ramsgate | 11 Y URB The site is designated employment land, contrary to
274 Industrial Estate local policy
SHLAA | S83 Rear of 45-47 Minster 8 N URB Site is garden land. Site identified as part of the Halcrow
275 Monkton Road & urban capacity study. No owner intention to develop
1-19 Prospect land for housing. Multiple gardens and ownership and
Road therefore unlikely to come forward.
SHLAA | S84 Rear of 45-47 Minster 0 N URB Site is garden land. Site identified as part of the Halcrow
276 Prospect Road urban capacity study. No owner intention to develop
land for housing. Multiple gardens and ownership and
therefore unlikely to come forward.
SHLAA | S86 Rear of 31 Minster 8 N URB Site is garden land. Site identified as part of the Halcrow
277 Freemans Road urban capacity study. No owner intention to develop
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land for housing. Multiple gardens and ownership and
therefore unlikely to come forward.
SHLAA | S87 Garden of 20 High | Minster 0 N URB Site is garden land. Site identified as part of the Halcrow
278 Street urban capacity study. No owner intention to develop
land for housing and therefore unlikely to come forward.
SHLAA | S88 Rear of 28-36 Minster 5 N URB Site is garden land. Site identified as part of the Halcrow
279 Station Road urban capacity study. No owner intention to develop
land for housing and therefore unlikely to come forward
SHLAA | S89 Corner of Minster 3 Y URB Site has major archaeological issues that cannot be
280 Conyngham Road mitigated by condition. Site identified as part of the
& Station Halcrow urban capacity study. No owner intention to
Approach develop land for housing and therefore unlikely to come
forward
SHLAA | S91 Rear of 94-100 Minster 4 N URB Falls below SHLAA site threshold. Site is garden land.
281 Tothill Street & 2- Site identified as part of the Halcrow urban capacity
22 Fairfield Road study. No owner intention to develop land for housing.
Deliverability unrealistic as multiple gardens and
ownership and therefore unlikely to come forward.
SHLAA | S92 Rear of 1-45 Minster 14 N URB Site is garden land. Site identified as part of the
282 Augustine Road Halcrow urban capacity study. No owner intention to
develop land for housing. Deliverability unrealistic due
to multiple gardens and ownership and therefore
unlikely to come forward. No owner intention to develop
site for housing.
SHLAA | S93 Rear of 19-43 Minster 12 N URB Site is garden land. Site identified as part of the
283 Monkton Road & Halcrow urban capacity study. No owner intention to
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16-32 Augustine develop land for housing. Deliverability unrealistic due
Road to multiple gardens and ownership and therefore
unlikely to come forward. No owner intention to develop
site for housing.
SHLAA | S94 Rear of 2-14 Minster 2 N URB Site is garden land. Falls below SHLAA site threshold.
284 Augustine Road & Site identified as part of the Halcrow urban capacity
4-12 Tothill Street study. No owner intention to develop land for housing.
Deliverability unrealistic due to multiple gardens and
ownership and therefore unlikely to come forward. No
owner intention to develop site for housing.
SHLAA | S96 Rear of 10-20 Minster 4 N URB Falls below SHLAA site threshold could come forward
285 Monkton Road as a windfall. Expired permission for 3 units.
SHLAA | S368 Land at Beech Cliffsend 0 N VE Site is garden land. Falls below SHLAA site threshold.
286 Grove No owner intention to develop site for housing. There is
no obvious vehicular access from site to existing
highway. TPOs on site restrict the number of units.
SHLAA | S423 Minster Station Minster 4 Y URB Falls below SHLAA site threshold. The site has
287 archaeological, historical, ecological and environmental
issues that cannot be mitigated by condition. The site
lies in the open countryside.
SHLAA | S427 Land north of Monkton 17 N VE/open | The site lies in the open countryside in an unsustainable
288 2015 Monkton Road countrys | location, contrary to local and national policy. The site
sub ide has major highways and ecological issues that cannot
be mitigated by condition.
SHLAA | S518 Land north of Monkton 81 N VE/open | The site lies in the open countryside in an unsustainable
289 2015 Monkton Road countrys | location, contrary to local and national policy. The site
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sub ide has major highways and ecological issues that cannot
be mitigated by condition.
SHLAA | S437 Land west of Minster 179 N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
290 R25- Prospect Rd countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
020/4 ide local and national policy
The site has major access constraints that cannot be
mitigated by condition.
SHLAA | S438 Land south of Minster 400 N Open The site lies in the open countryside, in an
291 R25- Monkton Rd countrys | unsustainable location, contrary to local and national
020/5 ide policy. The site has major highways/archaeological/
ecological/environmental/historical issues that cannot
be mitigated by condition. TPOs on woodland. Local
wildlife sites within the site.
SHLAA | S470 Site B South of Cliffsend 226 N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
292 A253 countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
ide local and national policy. Site now proposed for
allocation as site for new Parkway Station.
SHLAA | S474 Adj Vicarage, Monkton 15 P VE/open | The site lies in the open countryside in an unsustainable
293 2018 Monkton St countrys | location, contrary to local and national policy. Loss of
sub ide undeveloped frontage affording view over countryside.
TPOs on boundary of site.
SHLAA | S487 East of Tothill Minster 295 N VE/open | The site lies in the open countryside, contrary to local
294 Street countrys | and national policy. The site has major highways issues
ide that cannot be mitigated by condition.
SHLAA | S510 Land at Shuart St 6 N VE/open | The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
295 2015 Lane Nicholas countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
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sub ide local and national policy. Likely highway objection to
principle of development.
SHLAA | SS30 Land at south of Monkton 36 N VE/open | The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
296 The Street, countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
Monkton ide local and national policy. Likely highway objection to
principle of development. The site has highways and
ecological issues. (See also S521).
SHLAA | S519 Land at Millers Monkton 267 N VE/open | The site lies in the open countryside in an unsustainable
297 Lane countrys | location, contrary to local and national policy. The site
ide has major highways issues that cannot be mitigated by
condition.
SHLAA | S520 Land at Willetts Monkton 149 N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
298 2015 Hill countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
sub ide local and national policy
2018
sub
SHLAA | S521 Land at (south of) | Monkton 5 N VE/open | The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
299 2015 The Street countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
sub ide local and national policy.
SHLAA | S523 Rear of 59A High | Minster 2 N VE Falls below SHLAA site threshold. Site is garden land
300 Street
SHLAA | S539 The Royal Monkton 0 N VE Falls below SHLAA site threshold.
301 Exchange, Millers
Lane
SHLAA | R25- Adj Chapman's Cliffsend 1 N URB The site has major archaeological/
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302 131 Fields ecological/environmental/ historical issues that cannot
be mitigated by condition.
Falls below threshold. Site is garden land with TPOs.
SHLAA | R25- Walled Garden, St 8 N Open The site lies in the open countryside in an unsustainable
303 136 Sun Lane Nicholas countrys | location, contrary to local and national policy. Site has
2018 ide highways issues with the junction at The Street, high
sub archaeological potential, contamination issues
associated with former use and TPOs on boundary of
site.
SHLAA | SS8 Land adj Little St 33 N Open The site lies in the open countryside in an unsustainable
304 2017 Orchard, Nicholas countrys | location, contrary to local and national policy. Site has
sub Canterbury ide highway issues.
Rd/Corner of
Manor Road and
Canterbury Road
SHLAA | SS31 Land east of St 20 N VE/open | The site lies in the open countryside in an unsustainable
305 Shuart Lane Nicholas countrys | location, contrary to local and national policy. The site
ide has highway issues that cannot be mitigated by
condition.
SHLAA | SS32 Land off Sun Lane | St 5 N VE/open | The site lies in the open countryside in an unsustainable
306 Nicholas countrys | location, contrary to local and national policy. The site
ide has major highways issues that cannot be mitigated by
condition.
SHLAA | S300 P&B Metals, Margate 9 Y URB The site is in employment use, may come forward as a
307 Hartsdown Road windfall. Deliverability unrealistic due to multiple
ownership. Difficult site as differences in land level. No
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recent interest in bringing the site forward since expired
planning permission in 2010.

SHLAA | S167 69 Eaton Road Margate 78 Y - Site has been developed
308
SHLAA | S183 Newington Ramsgate |9 Y - Site has been developed
309 Library,

Newington Road
SHLAA | S203 Munro Cobb Ltd, Margate Y - Site has been developed
310 223-229

Northdown Road
SHLAA | S211 25-27 Sweyn Margate Y - Site has been developed
311 Road
SHLAA | S217 Pierremont Broadstair Y - Site has been developed
312 Garage, 94 High s

Street
SHLAA | S219 1&2 & 96-98 Ramsgate | 14 Y - Site has been developed
313 Harbour Parade

Kent Terrace
SHLAA | S221 67 Victoria Road Margate 5 Y - Site has been developed
314
SHLAA | S231 9 Dalby Square Margate Y - Site has been developed
315
SHLAA | S238 24-25A Park Margate Y - Site has been developed
316 Place
SHLAA | S239 Beaconsfield Broadstair Y - Site has been developed
317 House St Peters S
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Road 25
SHLAA | S241 14&28 Hatfield Margate Y - Site has been developed
318 Road &

Canterbury Road
SHLAA | S252 25-27 Godwin Margate Y - Site has been developed
319 Road
SHLAA | S262 77 site ad| Ramsgate P - Site has been developed
320 Hereson Road
SHLAA | S272 69 West ClIiff Ramsgate |8 Y - Site has been developed
321 Road
SHLAA | S308 234-236 Margate 5 Y - Site has been developed
322 Northdown Road
SHLAA | S331 19 Addiscombe Margate Y - Site has been developed
323 Road
SHLAA | S334 23 Western Broadstair |5 P - Site has been developed
324 Esplanade S
SHLAA | S335 Hainault Haine Ramsgate |5 Y - Site has been developed
325 Road
SHLAA | S336 Haven Leisure, 42 | Margate Y - Site has been developed
326 Hawley Square
SHLAA | SR3 Capital House, Margate Y - Site has been developed
327 Northdown Road
SHLAA | SR5 Ellington High Ramsgate Y - Site has been developed
328 School, Ellington

Place
SHLAA | SR6 Land adj the Margate N - Site has been developed

71




Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment — 2018 Update

Appendix G.1.7

New Previo | Site Name Town/Villa | Capac | PDL SA Assessment
Refere | us ge ity LAND Suitability, Availability, Achievability
nce no | Refere (Y/N/P
nces art)
329 Promenade, All
Saints Avenue
SHLAA | SR13 56 Dumpton Park | Broadstair Y - Site has been developed
330 Drive S
SHLAA | SR27 58 Maynard Margate Y - Site has been developed
331 Avenue
SHLAA | SR28 69 Sea Road Westgate Y - Site has been developed
332
SHLAA | SR35 10-14 The Square | Birchingto Y - Site has been developed
333 n
SHLAA | SR47 112 High Street Ramsgate Y - Site has been developed
334
SHLAA | SR49 19 Royal Margate Y - Site has been developed
335 Esplanade
SHLAA | SR62 Culmers Lane, Broadstair N - Site has been developed
336 Vere Road s
SHLAA | SS37 Dane Valley St Peters 60 Y URB Planning application submission stated site was not
337 Industrial Estate — viable in isolation. (See S545)
Part of national
grid land,
Northdown Road
SHLAA | S513/S | Land adjacent Acol N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
338 514 Manston Park countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
2015 ide local and national policy. Located in close proximity to
sub the airport.
SHLAA | 2015 Crumps Farm St N Open The site lies outside the village confines within the open
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339 sub Nicholas countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
2018 at Wade ide local and national policy.
sub
SHLAA | 2015 Land off Margate | Acol N VE The site lies outside the village confines within the open
340 sub Hill countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
local and national policy.
SHLAA | 2015 Monkton Street Monkton 60 N VE The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
341 sub (adjacent countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
2017 Foxhunter Park) local and national policy.
sub
2018
sub
SHLAA | 2015 Cliffsend (Foads Cliffsend N VE Southern part of site has planning consent.
342 sub- Lane and
part of | Cliffsend Road)
site
has pp
SHLAA | 2017 Sarre Windmill Sarre N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
343 sub Country | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
side local and national policy
SHLAA | 2017 Land adj Manston 20 N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
344 sub Park Bungalows Country | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
and Esmonde side local and national policy
Drive
SHLAA | 2017 Land at 1500 N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
345 sub Woodchurch Country | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
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2018 side local and national policy.
sub
SHLAA | 2017 Land between Manston 180 N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
346 sub Manston Country | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
Road/Preston side local and national policy
Road
SHLAA | S419 South West of Sarre 20 N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
347 2017 Sarre Business Country | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
sub Park, Canterbury side local and national policy
Road
SHLAA | 2017 Former Manston Manston 90 Y Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
348 sub Court Garage and Country | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
Worlds Wonder side local and national policy. Site is located in the vicinity of
the airport.
SHLAA | north Land north and 225 Y URB The north is designated employment land, contrary to
349 was south of local policy. Peak capacity constraints unless new link
2017 Millennium Way roads are provided.
sub
2018
sub
SHLAA | 2018 Eccleston, 4 The | Westgate |8 PART | URB The site has major highways issues that cannot be
350 sub Grove mitigated by condition.
SHLAA | 2018 Former Fuel Manston 8-20 Y Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
351 sub Depot, Spitfire Country | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
Way side local and national policy
SHLAA | 2018 Havisham House, | Broadstair Y GW The site lies within the Green Wedge, in an
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352 sub Northdown Hill S unsustainable location, contrary to local and national
policy
SHLAA | 2018 Land adj Doris Margate 4 N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
353 sub Villa and Fairfield, countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
Flete Road ide local and national policy Falls below threshold, may
come forward as a windfall
SHLAA | 2018 Land adjacent to Manston N VE The site lies outside the village confines within the open
354 sub The Leys countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
local and national policy. The site has highways issues
that cannot be mitigated by condition
SHLAA | 2018 Land at junction of | Monkton 10 N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
355 sub Monkton Street countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
and Sheriffs Court ide local and national policy
Lane
SHLAA | 2018 Land at Little Birchingto | 450 N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
356 sub Brooksend Farm n countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
ide local and national policy
SHLAA | 2018 Land at Manston | Ramsgate N Open Site is located in the vicinity of the airport.
357 sub Business Park countrys
ide
SHLAA | 2018 Land at Manston | Ramsgate N VE The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
358 sub Village countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
local and national policy
SHLAA | 2018 Land at Monkton | Minster 10 N Partial The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
359 sub Road village countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
edge local and national policy
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SHLAA | 2018 Land at Ramsgate | Margate 208- N Open The site lies within the Green Wedge, in an
360 sub Road 242 countrys | unsustainable location, contrary to local and national
ide policy
SHLAA | 2018 Land between Cliffsend 350- N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
361 sub north of Hengist 450 countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
R25- Way and south of ide local and national policy
043 Canterbury Road
West
SHLAA | 2018 Land east of Ramsgate Y Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
362 sub Ebbsfleet Lane countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
ide local and national policy
SHLAA | 2018 Land north of Cliffsend 80-150 | N VE The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
363 sub Cottington Road, countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
R25- south of railway local and national policy. The site has highways issues
020/2 line that cannot be mitigated by condition
SHLAA | 2018 Land north of Minster 130- N VE The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
364 sub Foxborough Lane 140 countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
local and national policy. The site has highways issues
that cannot be mitigated by condition
SHLAA | 2018 Land north of Minster 120 N VE The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
365 sub Monkton Road countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
local and national policy. The site has highways issues
that cannot be mitigated by condition
SHLAA | 2018 Land north of The | St 115 N VE The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
366 sub Length Nicholas countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
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New Previo | Site Name Town/Villa | Capac | PDL SA Assessment
Refere | us ge ity LAND Suitability, Availability, Achievability
nce no | Refere (Y/N/P
nces art)
at Wade local and national policy. The site has highways issues
that cannot be mitigated by condition
SHLAA | 2018 Land north of Broadstair N UE The site lies within the Green Wedge, in an
367 sub Westwood Road s unsustainable location, contrary to local and national
policy. The site has highways issues that cannot be
mitigated by condition
SHLAA | 2018 Land north west St 9 N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
368 sub of Down Barton Nicholas countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
Road at Wade ide local and national policy
SHLAA | 2018 Land rear of Flete | Margate 13 N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
369 sub Lodge, Vincent countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
Road ide local and national policy
SHLAA | 2018 Land south of Birchingto | 455 N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
370 sub Birchington, east | n countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
and Canterbury ide local and national policy
Road
SHLAA | 2018 Land south of Ramsgate N Partial The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
371 sub Canterbury Road UE countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
east local and national policy
SHLAA | 2018 Land south of Ramsgate N UE The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
372 sub Chilton School countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
R25- local and national policy
014
SHLAA | 2018 Land west of Ramsgate N UE The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
373 sub Chilton School countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
R25- local and national policy
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Refere | us ge ity LAND Suitability, Availability, Achievability
nce no | Refere (Y/N/P
nces art)
031
SHLAA | 2018 Land south of Cliffsend 60 N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
374 sub Cottington Road countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
R25- ide local and national policy
100,
003
and
400
SHLAA | 2018 Land west of Allen | Westgate | 130- N UE The site lies within the Green Wedge, in an
375 sub Avenue 140 GW unsustainable location, contrary to local and national
policy
SHLAA | 2018 Land west of Acol 30 N Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
376 sub Egerton Manor countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
ide local and national policy.
SHLAA | 2018 Land west of Manston 150 N Partial The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
377 sub Preston Road VE Not | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
2017 well local and national policy.
sub related
SHLAA | 2018 Land west of Monkton 70 N VE The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
378 sub Willets Hill countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
local and national policy. The site has highways issues
that cannot be mitigated by condition
SHLAA | 2018 Little Cliffsend Ramsgate PART | Open The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
379 sub Farm countrys | countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
ide local and national policy. The site has highways issues
that cannot be mitigated by condition
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New Previo | Site Name Town/Villa | Capac | PDL SA Assessment
Refere | us ge ity LAND Suitability, Availability, Achievability
nce no | Refere (Y/N/P
nces art)
SHLAA | 2018 Pendell, Broadley | Margate Y UE The site lies within the Green Wedge, in an
380 sub Road GwW unsustainable location, contrary to local and national
policy. The site has highways issues that cannot be
mitigated by condition
SHLAA | 2018 Two plots adj Broadstair | 48 N UE The site lies within the Green Wedge, in an
381 sub Kingsgate and S GwW unsustainable location, contrary to local and national
Kenver Nursery policy.
SHLAA | 2018 20 Clive Road Ramsgate |5 N VE The site lies outside the urban confines within the open
382 sub countryside, in an unsustainable location, contrary to
local and national policy.
SHLAA | 2018 382 Northdown Margate 50 PART | URB Live application. Could come forward as windfall
383 sub Road (former
Holly Tree Public
House)
SHLAA | 2018 123 Sandwich Cliffsend 9 Y URB Could come forward as windfall
384 sub Road
SHLAA | 2018 Ethelbert Cliftonville | 20 Y URB Could come forward as windfall
385 sub Crescent/Edgar
Road/Dalby
Square
SHLAA | 2018 Hereward Motors, | Margate 5 Y URB Could come forward as windfall
386 sub 17 Birds Avenue
SHLAA | 2018 Former Laleham Broadstair | 20 Y URB Could come forward as windfall
387 sub Gap School, 1 s
South Cliffe
Parade
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Refere | us ge ity LAND Suitability, Availability, Achievability
nce no | Refere (Y/N/P
nces art)
SHLAA | 2018 Ramsgate Social | Ramsgate |5 Y URB Could come forward as windfall
388 sub Club CIU Institute,
Elms Road
SHLAA | 2018 Land adjacent to GW The site lies within the Green Wedge, in an
389 sub Yoakley House, unsustainable location, contrary to local and national
Drapers Close policy
and north and
south of St Peters
Road O(A255),
Margate
SHLAA | 2018 Laurensfield, Minster N URB Falls below SHLAA site threshold
390 sub Tothill Street
SHLAA | 2015 Airport site Manston 2500 p Potentia | The site is sustainable subject to mitigating criteria, is
015 sub I NS located on brownfield land and is consistent with other
2018 environmental policy and guidance.
sub
However, it was agreed at Full Council that the airport
site should not be considered for allocation until the
DCO process is concluded.
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Site Reference Site Name & Address Town Reason on reserve list
S10 Adjacent 363 Margate Road & opposite Ramsgate In employment use and no reason not to assume continued
53-25 Northwood Road operation of this very longstanding business from these
premises
S163 Land At Molineux Road Molineux Road & | Minster Site complete/near complete
Thorne Road Monkton Road
S175 Manston Park Bungalows, Manston Road | Manston Not in or adjoining urban/village confines.
S197 Cliffs End Farm, (Land at) Cliffs End Road | Ramsgate Largely built out. Superseded by site ref R25-131 (an
assessed site).
S207 Castle Keep Hotel, Joss Gap Road Broadstairs | Identified from old planning consent. No evidence of
intention to seek to develop.
S314 Gore Street Farm House, Gore Street Monkton Not in or adjoining urban/village confines.
S359 Land adj 208 High Street Margate capacity likely less than 5 net
S368 Land at Beech Grove Ramsgate Identified from old audit. No evidence that owner wishes to
seek development.
S369 Land west side of Fairfield Road Ramsgate Identified from old planning consent. Site likely too small for
SHLAA threshold
S370 Land at Dumpton Park Drive Ramsgate capacity likely less than 5 net
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Site Reference Site Name & Address Town Reason on reserve list
S371 Garage 3 Colemans Yard Ramsgate capacity likely less than 5 net
S372 Closed PC's Boundary Road Ramsgate capacity likely less than 5 net
S373 Land at Greenfield Road Ramsgate capacity likely less than 5 net
S385 King Street opposite Tudor House Margate capacity likely less than 5 net
S400 1-6 Covells Row Margate capacity likely less than 5 net
S418 Former Chalk pit, Sarre Sarre Not identified as sustainable settlement
S419 Land south of Canterbury Road, Sarre Sarre Not identified as sustainable settlement
S420 Land west of Birchington Birchington | Part of site assessed . However, entire site as submitted
would not represent a proportionate urban extension
S428 Focus Store & land Rear, Pyson's Road, Ramsgate Part of site in Green Wedge assessed. Remainder not
Ramsgate assessed as on allocated employment land.
S430 Jewson's Site, Tivoli Brooks Ind Estate, Margate Safeguarded employment site
margate
S439 Land southeast of Mount Pleasant Minster Site would not represent proportionate extension to urban
roundabout, Minster area. In addition, part of site closest to confines largely built
out with alternative development.
S440 Land east of laundry road, Minster Minster Not in or adjoining urban/village confines.
S441 Land east of Wayborough Hill, Minster Minster Not in or adjoining urban/village confines.
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Site Reference Site Name & Address Town Reason on reserve list
S442 Land east of Way Hill, Minster Minster Not in or adjoining urban/village confines.
S444 Land adjoining Ebbsfleet Lane Sevenscore | Not in or adjoining urban/village confines.
S454 land adj Sevenscore Farm Cottages, Sevenscore | Not in or adjoining urban/village confines.
Sevenscore
S461 Lord of the Manor, Ramsgate Ramsgate Not in or adjoining urban/village confines.
S471 Land south of A253, Minster Minster Not in or adjoining urban/village confines.
S492 Land North of Manston Green Farm, Manston Not classified as sustainable settlement
Manston
S493 Land fronting Preston Road, Manston Manston Not classified as sustainable settlement
Green farm, Manston
S494 Land rear of Manston Green Farm Manston Not classified as sustainable settlement
Bungalow, Manston
S495 Land rear of Jubilee Cottages, Manston Manston Not classified as sustainable settlement
Road, Manston
S500 Manston park, mansion (1.73ha) Manston Allocated employment land. Not in or adjoining urban/village
confines
S501 Manston park, manston (0.65ha) Manston Allocated employment land. Not in or adjoining urban/village
confines
S502 Manston park, manston (2.08ha) Manston Allocated employment land. Not in or adjoining urban/village
confines
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Site Reference Site Name & Address Town Reason on reserve list
S503 Manston park, manston (10.5ha) Manston Allocated employment land. Not in or adjoining urban/village
confines
S506 Land adj. pumping station, Canterbury Rd | Ramsgate Not in or adjoining urban/village confines
West, Ramsgate
S507 Land north of St Nicholas Roundabout. St Nicholas | Not in or adjoining urban/village confines
S508 Land West of Haine Road, Ramsgate Ramsgate Part of site assessed under ref SS33. Rest of site Poor and
disproportionate relationship to urban confines.
S513 Land at Minster Road, Acol Acol Not in or adjoining urban/village confines. Submission not
seeking residential allocation
S514 Land at Minster Road, Acol Acol Not in or adjoining urban/village confines. Submission not
seeking residential allocation
S517 Land at Richborough Power Station. Sevenscore | Part within and part adjoining Site of Special Scientific
Interest. Not in or adjoining urban/village confines
S526 Land at Manston Business Park (east of Manston Not in or adjoining built confines. Submission not seeking
existing BP) residential allocation
S533 Land to east of Grupo Antolin, Eurokent Ramsgate Partly allocated employment land. Submission not seeking
Business Park residential allocation
S538 40 Canterbury Road West, Cliffsend Cliffsend Not in or adjoining urban/village confines. Likely too small
for SHLAA threshold
S547 Land at Ebbsfleet Sevenscore | Not in or adjoining urban/village confines
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R25-116 & R25- Land next to church Plumstone Road Acol Not identified as sustainable settlement.
132
R25-117 Old Village hall Manston Not identified as sustainable settlement.
R25-120 Hydrophone Site Cliftonville Promoter not seeking residential. Submission abandoned.
R25-122 Land north of A299 Minster Not adjoining urban/village confines and seeking non
residential development
R25-128 Chapel Farm Manston Not identified as sustainable settlement.
R25-129 South of Manston Green farm Manston Not identified as sustainable settlement.
R25-134 Grenham Lodge, Manston Rd Manston Not identified as sustainable settlement.
R25-138 Hoverspeed Social Club Manston Not identified as sustainable settlement.
R25-142 Land west of Manston Green Bungalow Manston Not identified as sustainable settlement.
R25-147 Attwells Yard, Queensdown Rd Manston Not in or adjoining urban/village confines
R25-148 Land at 151 Monkton Street Monkton Not in or adjoining urban/ village confines.
R25-153 Site at 129 Manston Rd Manston Not in or adjoining urban/ village confines
SS2 Land at Chantry Park, Sarre Sarre Not identified as sustainable settlement.
SS3 Land East of Sarre Court, Sarre Sarre Not identified as sustainable settlement.
SS4 Land adj Jolly farmer PH, Manston Manston Not identified as sustainable settlement.
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Site Reference Site Name & Address Town Reason on reserve list

SS5 Land at Watchester Lane, Minster Minster Not in or adjoining urban/village confines

SS7 Land adjacent to Upper hale, Canterbury | St Nicholas | Not in or adjoining urban/village confines
Road, St. Nicholas at Wade

SS9 Rear of 4 Ramsgate Road & 8 Vicarage Margate Too small for SHLAA threshold
Crescent, Margate

SS10 Rear of 11-13 Quex View Road, Birchington | Too small for SHLAA threshold
Birchington

SS11 Rear of 52 Invicta Road, Margate Margate Too small for SHLAA threshold

SS12 Manston Riding centre, Alland Grange Manston Not in or adjoining urban/village confines
Lane, Manston

SS13 Land adjacent to The Leys, Manston Manston Not identified as sustainable settlement.

SS29 Land adjacent to Manston park, Acol Acol Not in or adjoining urban/village confines. Submission not

seeking residential

SS33 (R25-188) Land between 46 Monkton Street and Monkton capacity likely less than 5 net
Walters Hall Oast, Monkton

ST5 Airport land north of B2050 Manston Not in or adjoining urban/village confines
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Extension to planning application OL/TH/18/0660 - a Freedom of Information request... Page 1 of 8

Can you help us keep WhatDoTheyKnow.com around for the next half-million requests? We're seeking to fill a

number of volunteer roles.

Printed from https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/extension_to_planning_applicatio on January 31,2019 14:04

WhatDoTheyKnow

Extension to planning application OL/TH/18/0660

Andrew McCulloch made this Freedom of Information request to Thanet District Council

Follow 3 followers

The request was partially successful.

Andrew McCulloch 3 September 2018
Delivered

Dear Thanet District Council,

Planning application OL/TH/18/0660 was submitted on 4th May and validated on the 9th May. A Statutory
Expiry Date of 15th August 2018 was confirmed.

Sometime after the end of July 2018 the applicants were granted an extension and an Agreed Expiry Date
of 31st December 2018 was established. No reason for the granting of this extension was posted on the
planning portal.

Please send me copies of all correspondence relating to the request for and granting of this extension to
OL/TH/18/0660

Thank you.
Yours faithfully,

Andrew McCulloch

Andrew McCulloch 7 September 2018
Delivered

Dear Thanet District Council,

https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/extension_to_planning_applicatio 31/01/2019
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This request was filed on the 3rd September. It is now the 7th and | have yet to receive an
acknowledgement.

Yours faithfully,

Andrew McCulloch

Andrew McCulloch 2 October 2018
Delivered

Dear Thanet District Council,

Aresponse to this request was due on 1st October. To date | have not even received an
acknowledgement. | shall therefore refer the matter directly to the Information Commissioner.

Yours faithfully,

Andrew McCulloch

TDC FOI, Thanet District Council 2 October 2018

Dear Mr. McCulloch

Thank you for your Freedom of Information request, in which you requested
for:

"copies of all correspondence relating to the request for and granting of
this extension to OL/TH/18/0660"

Firstly, | sincerely apologise on behalf of the Council for the slight
delay in sending you the requested information. Thisis dueto a
combination of administrative issues and a significant increase in
requests in recent months.

Our response is as follows:

The information you have requested is exempt under Section 21 of the
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) - information already reasonably
accessible to the applicant.

This information is available on our website via the following link:

https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/extension_to_planning_applicatio 31/01/2019
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[1]https://planning.thanet.gov.uk/online-ap...

The advanced search can be utilised to search for certain descriptions of
development, such as 'annexes'.

Put the first line of the address in the search box and press enter. Once
the search results are collated they are shown the ‘search/Clear’ buttons,
even though the result figure may show zero.

By clicking on the application reference you should be able to see the
information you require.

Itis advisable to go back to the search page again before inputting
another address.

If you have any difficulties with this please contact us.

Next Steps

If you are unhappy with the way your enquiry has been dealt with, you may
ask for an internal review by submitting a request within two weeks of the
date of this response. Further information on the internal review process
is can be found here:

[2]https://www.thanet.gov.uk/your-services/...

Your request should be addressed to the Information Governance Manager,
Thanet District Council, PO Box 9, Cecil Street, Margate, CT9 1XZ or by
emailing [3][email address].

If you are still dissatisfied after an internal review, you may appeal to
the Information Commissioner, Wycliffe House, Water Lane, Wilmslow SK9
5AF.

Best regards

Information Governance Officer

Thanet District Council

Margate

https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/extension_to_planning_applicatio 31/01/2019
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CT9 1XZ
01843577620
References

Visible links
1. https://planning.thanet.gov.uk/online-ap...

2. https://www.thanet.gov.uk/your-services/...

3. mailto:[email address]

Andrew McCulloch 2 October 2018
Delivered

Dear Thanet District Council,
Please pass this on to the person who conducts Freedom of Information reviews.

I am writing to request an internal review of Thanet District Council's handling of my FOI request
'Extension to planning application OL/TH/18/0660'.

This request has been handled in a thoroughly disgraceful manner and the last straw is to not answer the
question posed.

The last sentence of my request was:

"Please send me copies of all correspondence relating to the request for and granting of this extension to
OL/TH/18/0660".

I am perfectly capable of finding this application on the planning portal; | have just checked again and
there is not a single document referring to " the request for and granting of this extension to
OL/TH/18/0660"

This matter is now in the hands of the ICO, who will doubtless be in touch over your inability to comply
with the law yet again. In the meantime please don't treat me as an idiot and this time answer the
question put.

A full history of my FOI request and all correspondence is available on the Internet at this address:
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/e...

Yours faithfully,

Andrew McCulloch

Andrew McCulloch left an annotation ( 2 October 2018)

https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/extension_to_planning_applicatio 31/01/2019
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At 08:48 | informed TDC on this site that | had received nothing from them, not even an acknowledgement,
and that I had therefore referred the matter to the ICO.

At 09:03 on 2nd October | referred this matter to the ICO, receiving an acknowledgement from them at 09:05.
At 09:29 | received a response from TDC, doubtless as a result of my 08:48 posting here. It completely failed to

answer my request.

Thanet District Council 9 October 2018

1 Attachment

FOI 2113.Additional Information..pdf
137K Download View as HTML

Dear Mr. McCulloch

Further to your Freedom of Information request, and our email of 2
October 2018, we herewith disclose additional information, which is
attached to this email.

We apologise on behalf of the Council for not sending this additional
information earlier.

You may notice that material in your file is blacked out (also known as
redacted). In order to ensure that you receive as much information as
possible we have provided you with your entire file, however, all third
party information (for example information about other people) have been
blacked out pursuant to the Section 40 of the Freedom of Information Act
2000.

Section 40

Section 40(2) of the Act says that, the personal data of a 3*rd party
may be withheld if its disclosure would be to someone other than the
third party; and the disclosure would contravene any of the data
protection Principles of the Data Protection Act 2018 especially the
first data protection principle that, disclosure of third party
information must be fair and lawful.

https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/extension_to_planning_applicatio 31/01/2019
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Knder the Act, we are required to consider the impact of 3Ard party
disclosure in the widest possible sense.

Next Steps

If you are unhappy with the way your enquiry has been dealt with, you
may ask for an internal review by submitting a request within two weeks
of the date of this response. Furtherinformation on the internal

review process is can be found here:
[1]https://www.thanet.gov.uk/your-services/...

Your request should be addressed to the Information Governance Manager,
Thanet District Council, PO Box 9, Cecil Street, Margate, CT9 1XZ or by
emailing [2][email address].

If you are still dissatisfied after an internal review, you may appeal
to the Information Commissioner, Wycliffe House, Water Lane, Wilmslow
SK9 5AF.

Best regards

Information Governance Officer

Thanet District Council

Margate

CT9 1Xz

show quoted sections

This email and any files transmitted with it may contain privileged or
confidential information. It is intended solely for the person to whom it
is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient please destroy or
delete the content of this message immediately and notify the sender by
reply email. Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message
that does not relate to the official business of Thanet District Council
shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by the council.

References
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Visible links
1. https://www.thanet.gov.uk/your-services/...

2. mailto:[email address]

Andrew McCulloch 6 November 2018
Delivered

Dear Thanet District Council,

Further to my Freedom of Information request regarding the extension to SHP’s planning application
OL/TH/18/0660 (for your information this can be found on (http://bit.ly/2K176Ca) | wish to make the
following points.

In your official letter to GVA (which | assume is a poorly worded version of the formal letter prescribed in
Regulation 25(1) of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations
2017) you state that the reason that TDC are requesting the extension is that you require further
information. BFurther informationRis clearly defined at the end of Regulation 25(1); | assume that you are
using the term in the same way as the Regulations.

In your accompanying email you expand on this by saying that Bhe extension is requested to allow for
further information on highways and environmental matters and any potential revisions to parameter
plans, heads of terms negotiations and reporting the application to the Planning Committee.®
Presumably GVA know exactly what further information is required;

M think that these requirements should have been posted on the planning portal?

RYour rather vague email leaves open the probability that GVA/SHP have told you that they propose to
amend one or all of the parameter plans - such amendment would surely require a full review of the
Environmental Statement under Regulation 25 of the EIA Regulations.

BSince it is clear that this was a Regulation 25(1) request the applicant has to publish a notice in a local
paper containing a lengthy list of obligations under Regulation 25(3). | have not seen such a notice.

A look at the TDC website shows me that the two remaining Planning Committee meetings this year are
on the 21st November and 12th December; the latter is five weeks away as | write.

RRegulation 25(f) requires that a copy of the further information or any other information and of any
environmental statement which relates to any application for planning permission or subsequent
application may be inspected by members of the public at all reasonable hours;

RRegulation 25(l) requires that any person wishing to make representations about the further
information or any other information should make them in writing, before the latest date specified in
accordance with sub-paragraph (g) or (h), to the relevant planning authority, the Secretary of State or the
inspector (as the case may be), and

KRegulation 25(9) requires that the relevant planning authority must make the further information or any
other information available for inspection on a website maintained by or on its behalf.

If there is still an intention to publish a Regulation 25(3) notice then there is certainly not enough time
before the expiry of the extension; 25(g) and 25(h) both require a representation deadline not less than 30
days later than the date on which the notice is published. In six days from now that deadline will fall after
the meeting on 12th December.

https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/extension_to_planning_applicatio 31/01/2019
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As a resident with an interest in this proposed large-scale development | think it not unreasonable for the
public to have answers to the following questions.

1. Is your letter of 14th August to GVA intended to serve as the notification required by Section 25(1) of the
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 20177

2. If it was not intended to be such a notification please explain why not. Your accompanying email lists
Fhighways and environmental mattersRas criteria; criteria covered by the requirements of Regulation 25
(1)

3. Have GVA/SHP published a notice as required by Section 25(3) of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017? If so, when and in which publication. Please
provide a copy of this notice, if it really exists.

4. 1f GVA/SHP have published such a notice, why has it not appeared on the planning portal site?

5. Do you still intend to place this application on the agenda for the 12th December Planning Committee
meeting?

6. If you are not intending to place it on the 12th December agenda have you informed GVA of this fact?

7. Why has it taken a Freedom of Information request to obtain this exchange of correspondence? Council
officers are frequently complaining of the costs incurred in complying with the requirements of the Act;
this documentation, and any others relating to this planning application should have been placed on the
planning portal. Please explain for the benefit of Thanet council tax payers why you have caused them to
incur this extra expense.

I don't require a reply to this but wish to ensure that the text - which is an email to the relevant planning
applications manager - reaches a wider audience and is not lost in the system.

Yours faithfully,

Andrew McCulloch

Follow 3 followers

We worto defend the right to FOXfor eReryone

Help us protect your right to hold public authorities to account. Donate and support our work.

Donate Kow

https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/extension_to_planning_applicatio 31/01/2019
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Nick Hilton
Technical Director - EIA Lead / Project Director

Summary

wood.

Professional Summary

Years of Experience

20

Sectors

Aviation and Transport

Power (including
renewables)

Industry
Infrastructure
Property

Minerals and mining

Areas of Expertise

Project Management

Environmental appraisals
for planning applications

Environmental Impact
Assessment

Languages

English

Nick is Wood's UK EIA service lead with 20 experience working to
bring forward major infrastructure and development projects. He
brings over 20 years of experience working as an environmental
planner and project manager/director for transport projects
including rail, road and airport developments. Nick has led the
environmental assessment teams on multi-modal transport studies
for local and transport authorities as well as public and private sector
developers including the DCO application for Manston Airport. He is
currently leading the environmental workstreams for two other UK
airports both of which involve the provision of significant surface
transport improvements as well as complex aviation components.
Nick also has experience in public sector business case preparation,
stakeholder consultation and project management. He is a full
member of the Institute of Environmental Management and
Assessment, a Chartered Environmentalist and holds an MBA from
the well regarded Henley Business School.

Qualifications

Education
BSc, Environmental and Life Science with Geography

MA, Business Administration

LLM International Law

Registrations / Certifications / Licenses

Member of the Institute of Environmental Management and
Assessment

Chartered Environmentalist

Projects Highlights

EIA and Project Director
RiverOak Strategic Partners Limited, Manston Airport
Development Consent Order, Kent

Nick is currently leading the Environmental workstream for this DCO
Application and Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP).
After joining Wood in 2017 Nick took on the role of Project Director
closely managing all of the workstreams associated with this large
and technically complex multidisciplinary project. Following a second
round of PEIR consultation in late 2017 the ES was completed in
2018 with the DCO application being submitted shortly afterwards.
The project has been accepted for examination by the Planning
Inspectorate and Wood continue to work alongside RiverOak, their
lawyers BDB and the rest of the consultant team in preparation for
the 2019 examination.
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Nick Hilton WOOd.

Technical Director - EIA Lead / Project Director

EIA Lead and Technical Director

Bristol Airport 12mppa Planning Application

Bristol Airport Limited are currently in the process of consulting on a masterplan to expand operations to
cater for up to 20million passengers per annum. The first phase of this process is the submission of a
planning application for an initial expansion of 2mppa as well as supporting infrastructure and facilities
including terminal buildings. Nick is currently the Technical Director for the EIA workstream.

EIA Lead and Technical Director

Luton Airport Variation of Condition 12 relating to Noise

Nick is the technical lead for the preparation of an ES to reflect EIA regulatory changes for Luton Airport. His
role has involved providing legal advice to the client on a section 73 application and discussing implications
for the EIA process.

EIA Lead and Project Director

Dunsfold Aerodrome

Project director for the EIA and planning application for this major mixed use development in Surrey.
Working closely with the client over a three year period to bring forward development on an operation
airfield and test track including an application for a masterplan for a mixed use development of 1800-3400
homes in Surrey and a number of related applications. The development also included transport works on
the A281, bridge works, the integration of a country park and other public open space and 68,000m? of
employment space to complement an existing business park. Consent was granted for the development in
December 2016 however the application was subsequently called in by the Secretary of State and a public
inquiry held which reported favourably with the grant of planning consent upheld.

Project Director
Shoreditch High Street Mixed Use Development

Nick acted as project Director and EIA lead for a major mixed use development on Shoreditch High Street in
Hackney. The client for this project was a US based investment house that sought to bring forward a hotel
led mixed-use development comprising a 30-storey tower with hotel, office and commercial space, retail and
leisure facilities. Significant issues included those typically associated with high-rise tower schemes in urban
environments: townscape and visual impact; microclimate including wind modelling, daylight/sunlight and
overshadowing; archaeology; ground conditions and noise and vibration; and construction method and
logistics. The EIA was delivered in just three months and the scheme was granted planning consent.

Project Director
Tavistock to Bere Alston Railway DCO Application

Nick was the Project Director, leading the EIA and DCO Application for this NSIP being promoted by Devon
County Council. The project involved the reinstatement of a redundant rail link between Tavistock and Bere
Alston as well as a number of cycle and pedestrian trails linking existing leisure assets in East Devon.
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Nick Hilton
Technical Director - EIA Lead / Project Director

wood.

Project Director
Central Bedfordshire and Luton HMA Growth Options Studies

Nick was the Project Director leading two major studies that evaluated potential spatial strategies for the
provision of housing within the Luton Housing Market Area and the Central Bedfordshire administrative area.
Following the development and agreement of a GIS based methodology some 40 strategic housing sites in
the central Bedfordshire area were evaluated.

Project Director
Malawi Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA)

As part of the World Bank’s Support for Malawi’'s Mining Governance, Growth and Support Project (MGGSP)
it was necessary to conduct a Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment in order to comply with the
Bank’s safeguarding Procedures. The project involved extensive stakeholder consultation as well as detailed
scenario planning for the anticipated growth of Malawi’s mining industry. The project was closely aligned
with the delivery of a new Mining Act with the SESA seeking to anticipate the impacts of that act as well as
ensuring that the act itself contained appropriate environmental and social protections. Nick oversaw the
delivery of the SESA report, presenting the findings to the panel of ministries and the Inter-governmental
stakeholder panel at a conference in Llilongwe in January 2016.

Project Director
Roodepoort Strengthening Project EIA

Nick oversaw the EIA and stakeholder consultation exercise examining six route options for a controversial
750kV transmission line and associated substation running from the Cradle of Humankind, north of
Johannesburg into the urban area. Although the length of the line itself was, by south African standards
relatively short the complexity of bringing large scale infrastructure into the urban environment brought
significant challenges both in terms of the scale of the consultation exercise itself and the technical
challenges of undergrounding (or otherwise) both within the Cradle UNESCO site and within the urban area
itself. Much of the consultation and baseline EIA data was managed through a GIS system allowing the
database to be used for precise tower placement following the grant of consent. The EIA was completed
between 2012 and 2014 and consent granted for the development later that year.

Project Director
Le Morne, Mauritius

The Le Morne Development on Mauritius lay within the buffer zone of a candidate UNESCO World Heritage
Site and therefore sought to be a light touch, high value development of 30-40 exclusive villas as well as a
spa style resort centre including restaurant. The nature of the scheme was such that in addition to the EIA, it
was necessary to undertake extensive consultation with numerous government ministries and international
organisations as well as local interest groups. Nicks role was as UK lead for the EIA and planning phase of the
development working with a multi-disciplinary team of engineers, environmental planners and technical
specialists.

Project Director
Kennett Valley Park Project

Nick was the project manager for the Kennet Valley Park Project close to Junction 12 of the M4. This was a
long term land development project being bought forward by Prudential Property Investment Management
and involving the delivery of 8500 homes, employment and community facilities including country parks,
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Nick Hilton WOOd.

Technical Director - EIA Lead / Project Director

schools, district heating and retail. The project also involved two major infrastructure schemes. First the
construction of a large storage reservoir at Theale Lake as a flood risk mitigation scheme and second a
package of transport upgrades including a major upgrade to Junction 12 of the M4.

Key Account Manager
Reading Borough Council Transport Framework Contract- Project Management

As part of his role, leading the development of internal project management capability at PBA, Nick managed
a £5m transport framework contract involving transport planning, engineering and environmental works. The
contract included extensive modelling using Saturn and various other transport modelling packages as well
as local schemes and major developments. The contract also involved secondment of staff for development
control roles. The critical success factor in this role was relationship management in terms of building a
partnership with council officers and in particular the head of transport at the Borough. During the time that
Nick was engaged in this role the LTP was prepared and several schemes were put forward for major scheme
and TIF funding.

Project Manager
Reading Borough Council State of the Environment Report and SEA

With the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Directive fresh to everyone, Reading Borough Council
decided to take a long term view of the environment in which LTP2 was to be delivered. Nick led the creation
of a GIS based state of the environment report which also included noise and air quality modelling for the
urban area, feeding into the review and assessment process and other statutory requirements. The SEA (SA)
was delivered successfully and LTP2 was accepted without question and the SEA being complemented on its
thoroughness and fitness for purpose.

EIA Project Manager

M4 Junction 11, Reading

As Reading Borough Council’s only access onto the motorway network, the bottleneck created by the then
outdated infrastructure was considered to be a significant constraint to further growth in the Thames valley
and particularly Reading’s reputation as a hi-tech hub in the south east. The multi-modal scheme proposed
not only sought to increase capacity for private car users but also facilitated bus priority via dedicated bus

lanes, safer pedestrian and cycle access.

The scheme went to Public Inquiry in 2004 as a result of Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) Objections and
consent granted following that public inquiry. Following agreement of the £68m funding package, the
development was built between 2006-2008.

Professional History

2017, Technical Director, Wood

2014 - 2017, Director, Land Use Consultants

2012 - 2014, Director, PBA South Africa (4t Element Consulting)
2001-2011, Various, PBA UK and International

1998-2001- Contractor undertaking various transport and environmental consultancy contracts
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Martin Peirce

Principal Consultant -

Summary

wood.

Air Quality

Professional Summary

Years of Experience
28

Areas of Expertise
e Air quality assessment

e Atmospheric emission
inventories, including
greenhouse gases

Industries

e Aviation

e Power generation

Martin has performed many assessments of air quality around major
airports over the last 20 years. Some of these are aimed at allowing
the airport operator to understand its current impacts, help inform
the local community under Section 106 agreements, and develop
action plans; others are to assess the impacts of proposed
developments ranging from a new heating plant, a reconfiguration of
the airfield, or new terminals and runways. Still others provide a
strategic comparison of the effects of different aviation expansion
options across a range of airports.

Martin has expertise at calculating emissions from a wide range of
sources on and near the airport, including aircraft, ground support
equipment, landside roads, heating plant, and other local sources. He
then uses dispersion modelling, featuring specialised techniques for
modelling plume rise from aircraft engines, to calculate

e Nuclear . o

concentrations of pollutants at sensitive receptors, and assesses them
against regulatory limits and standards.
Projects support an understanding of both local air quality and
emissions of greenhouse gases.
Qualifications
Education
MSc, Nonlinear Mathematics, University of Bath
BSc (Hons), Mathematics with Astronomy, University of Leicester
Software
ADMS, ADMS-Airport, ADMS-Roads
Current Project
Air quality assessment
RiverOak Strategic Partners Limited, Manston Airport
Development Consent Order, Kent
Martin led the air quality assessment of the proposed Airport,
including the associated road traffic. The assessment examined the air
quality impacts on human and ecological receptors and compared
them against regulatory standards.
He also contributed to the ecology, health and climate change
assessments, and carried out assessments of odour and construction
dust. These formed key parts of the Environmental Statement and of
the Development Consent Order application.

January 2019

Page 1 of 2 ® 00

Appendix G.1.10



Martin Peirce WOOd,

Principal consultant, air quality

Experience

Air quality and greenhouse gas assessments
Heathrow Airport Expansion and other projects, Heathrow Airport, London

Martin has provided considerable support to Heathrow Airport over many years. He is currently working on
the air quality assessment for the Development Consent Order (DCO) application for the third runway,
focussing on the methodology for calculating the impacts of aircraft emissions, for both air quality pollutants
and greenhouse gases. This builds on his work for Heathrow's submission to the Airports Commission, where
he carried out the development of the emissions inventory and dispersion modelling for three-runway and
two-runway scenarios, as well as appraising many masterplanning options. His other air quality work has
included regular emission inventories, including detailed evaluations of the models’ performance against
monitoring data; support for Heathrow's air quality action plan to reduce the airport’s air quality impacts;
assessment of the introduction of full runway alternation in easterlies in support of the planning application;
assessment of the reconfiguration of the eastern apron; and work on the public inquiry into the Terminal 5
development.

Air quality assessments

Heathrow Airport Expansion and other airport projects, Department for Transport (DfT),
London

Martin was a key technical member of the team that carried out the air quality assessment of a proposed
third runway at Heathrow (the northeast runway scheme) for DfT. He assessed a wide variety of baseline and
development scenarios, and attended public exhibitions of the proposals.

He worked with the Project for the Sustainable Development of Heathrow, helping create a best-practice
methodology for airport air quality assessments, with regard to both emissions calculation and dispersion
modelling techniques.

Martin performed air quality assessments as part of optioneering for the DfT's white paper on aviation,
looking at a wide range of options for expansion of airports across the UK.

Air quality assessment
Bristol Airport 12 mppa, Bristol Airport, Somerset

Martin led the air quality assessment for the proposed expansion of Bristol Airport to support 12 million
passengers per annum (mppa), in support of the planning application. The air quality impacts include those
due to aircraft and road traffic during the operational phase, as well as construction activity. Martin assessed
impacts on both human and sensitive ecological receptors, and compared them against regulatory standards.

Air quality assessments

Generation 2 and other projects, Stansted Airport and Gatwick Airport, UK

Martin was a key technical member of the team that carried out the air quality assessment for the proposed
second runway at Stansted (the Generation 2 project) for a planned public inquiry, subsequently withdrawn.
He has also carried out regular emission inventory and dispersion modelling studies for both Stansted
Airport and Gatwick Airport, as well as performing air quality assessments of other developments such as the
reconfiguration of Gatwick’s northwest apron.

Professional History

e Wood (2015 — Present) Principal Consultant
e Ricardo (1990 - 2014) Senior Consultant
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Dr Mark Linsley
Associate Director - Biodiversity (Lead Response)

Summary

wood.

Professional Summary

Years of Experience

20+ years

Areas of Expertise

Ecological Appraisal

Ecological Impact
Assessment

Ornithology

Habitat restoration and
creation

Protected species survey
and mitigation

Project
Management/Direction

Types of Facilities

Airports
Transmission (OHL)
Power Plants

Landfill

Industries

Property
Waste
Transport

Energy

Mark has extensive experience of project managing and directing a
wide range of ecological and environmental projects many from initial
risk assessment and appraisal through to the post-consent stage. His
project management and director capabilities, especially in consent
related projects, has given Mark experience of the development
process, UK and European wildlife legislation, and Habitats
Regulations Assessment (HRA).

In addition to significant experience in the property sector, Mark has
also carried out significant work in power, particularly on overhead
lines and in nuclear, on both new build and decommissioned sites.

Furthermore, Mark has extensive waste sector experience, particularly
in the restoration (habitat creation) and monitoring of closed landfill
sites and has specialist skills in ornithology, protected species survey
as well as the development of appropriate mitigation.

Qualifications

Education
BSc Terrestrial and Freshwater Ecology
PhD Farmland Bird Ecology

Professional Registration / Certification
CENV, MCIEEM

Current Projects

e Manston Airport, Biodiversity Lead

e Chilton Woods Delivery, Biodiversity Lead

e Ipswich Garden Suburb, Project Director

e Rainham Landfill Restoration Masterplan, Project Director

e Pitsea Landfill Restoration, Project Director

e Holehaven Creek SSSI Barge Disturbance Study, Project Director

RiverOak Strategic Partners Limited, Manston Airport
Development Consent Order, Kent

Mark has led the Biodiversity work to date, assisting with Site access
arrangements, developing the Site baseline survey programme and
administering field survey sub-contractors and Associates. This has
included coordinating all baseline surveys and reviews of all outputs
and reports. As technical lead, Mark has been principal point of
contact on all consultation, including with Natural England and other
non-statutory consultees. He also drafted the Biodiversity chapters of
the PEIRs and the ES and undertook the technical review of the
Report to Inform the Appropriate Assessment (RIAA). He will lead the
examination work for Biodiversity.
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Dr Mark Linsley
Associate Director - Biodiversity (Lead Response)

wood.

Experience

Project Director
Ipswich Garden Suburb, Mersea Homes CBRE SP UK III,

Wood was commissioned by Mersea Homes on behalf of CBRE SPUK III (N0.45) to conduct ecological studies
of a 50 hectare area of land (part of the Ipswich Garden Suburb) on the northern fringe of Ipswich, Suffolk.
The studies were required to provide ecological information to inform an Environmental Impact Assessment
for a planning application made in spring 2014. Work included a preliminary ecological assessment
(extended Phase 1 habitat survey) with subsequent surveys for great crested newts, reptiles, badgers
dormouse, breeding birds and bats. Following on from this Wood prepared the Biodiversity Chapter of the
Environmental Statement. In addition, a Habitats Regulations Assessment screening report was prepared due
to the proximity of the application site to a Special Protection Area. As Project Director, Mark was technical
lead and reviewed all output plus lead in consultation with Natural England and Ipswich Borough Council
(the LPA) in regard of the HRA and European protected species.

Project Director
Pitsea Landfill Restoration, Veolia, Pitsea, Essex

Mark prepared the Restoration Masterplan and subsequently the Restoration Management Plan for Veolia's
waste facility at Pitsea. Since 2012 Mark has directed the annual monitoring of the restored phases of the
landfill to determine that the composition of the sward establishment accords with the targeted restoration
habitat type. Monitoring involves the sampling of vegetation and soil at a number of points with results
compared to a series of attributes or characteristics developed in the Management Plan. Recommendations
are made on the strength of the annual monitoring maintaining progress towards desired outcomes.
Management techniques are agreed at review meetings involving a series of stakeholders including Natural
England, Essex County Council, the RSPB, Basildon Borough Council and the Environment Agency.

HRA Technical Lead
Whitehill & Bordon Regeneration, Hampshire, DIO

Wood was commissioned to take forward the design and planning aspects of a 4,000 home new community
within Whitehill & Bordon - one of the four communities selected for Eco-town status in 2008. Mark
prepared the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) required to assess any potential effects of the new
development against the conservation objectives of nearby European designated sites. In view of the likely
significant effect of the development proposals, principally from increased recreation and urban edge
impacts, on the designated features of the local heathland European sites, suitable mitigation, in the form of
Suitable Alternative Nature Greenspace (SANG),was required, in addition to improved access management
and monitoring of the European sites. Mark was Wood's liaison on the Eco-town project HRA Working
Group, which became the Natural Environment Working Group, and worked on the design of the SANGS and
access management measures and monitoring.

Professional History

e Associate Director, Wood (2017 — Present)

e 2015-2017, Associate Director, Amec Foster Wheeler

e 2011-2015, Associate Director, AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK

e 2007-2011, Associate Director, AMEC Earth & Environmental

e 2002-2007, Principal Ecologist, AERC Ltd

e 2002, Senior Ecologist, Just Ecology Ltd

e 1999-2002, Ecologist, MDL Ecology

e 1982-2002, Multiple ecological research and consultancy contracts and university lecturer, Various.
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Mike Raven

Principal Consultant -

Summary

wood.

HRA Lead

Professional Summary

Years of Experience
21

Areas of Expertise

e Ornithology

e HRA

e Ecological Assessment

e Terrestrial Ecology

e FEIA
Industries
e Airports
e Nuclear

e Renewables

e Defence

e Government and Agencies
e Transmission & Distribution

e Property

Mike has particular expertise in the collection and interpretation of
ornithological survey data relating to large proposed development
sites (including for DCO applications for nuclear new build, renewable
energy and aviation industries), for which he has prepared technical
reports and ornithological chapters/text for inclusion in
Environmental Statements.

Mike has also undertaken Habitat Regulations Assessments (HRA) for
a proposed airport and residential developments, and managed a
number of projects for proposed wind farm sites, mixed-use
residential development and landfill restoration that have involved a
wide range of ecological survey work and liaison with consultees such
as Natural England and RSPB. This work is supported by his in-depth
knowledge of avian ecology, fieldwork design, population trends and
distribution.

Mike has a wide range of other ecological experience including
managing and undertaking extended Phase 1 habitat surveys, and
surveys for reptiles, bats, water vole, badgers and great crested newt.

Qualifications

Education

BSc (Hons), Environmental Protection, University of Surrey

Professional Registration / Certification

Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management -
Member

Publications / Presentations

Raven, M.J. & Noble, D.G. (2006). The Breeding Bird Survey 2005. BTO
Research Report 439. British Trust for Ornithology, Thetford.

Experience

HRA Lead

Manston Airport Development Consent Order, RiverOak
Strategic Partners Limited, Kent

Mike is the lead for the Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) for the
proposed re-opening of Manston Airport, for which he has prepared
an HRA Report to inform an Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) to
support the DCO application. This report covers the potential effects
of air quality, water runoff and noise, particularly in relation to
disturbance to the qualifying bird species of the Thanet Coast and
Sandwich Bay SPA/ Ramsar site, and the effects of air quality on the
sand dune habitats of the Sandwich Bay SAC.
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Mike Raven WOO d.

Principal Consultant - HRA Lead

Experience

Ornithological Consultant

Heathrow Airports Limited, Heathrow, London

Mike has managed a team of surveyors to undertake a programme of waterbird surveys from 2014-18 the
results of which will inform the EIA and HRA for the proposed expansion of Heathrow Airport. Mike has also
been the lead author to the technical report summarising the results of these surveys, focussing on the
importance of the waterbodies close to the proposed development to waterfowl, in relation to the South
West London Waterbodies SPA.

HRA Lead

Taylor Wimpey & Barratt and David Wilson Homes, Rushden East SUE, Rushden,
Northamptonshire

Mike is the HRA lead for a large (c.2,500 units) proposed mixed-use (primarily residential) development in
Northamptonshire. Mike has designed and undertaken bird disturbance studies, liaised with Natural
England, and is writing the HRA Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment for the project, based on this
work. The HRA is focussed on assessing the effects of increased recreational disturbance on waterbirds using
the SPA.

Project Manager
Vattenfall Wind Power Ltd , Nocton Fen Wind Farm, Lincoln, UK

Mike was the project manager for a large proposed onshore wind farm (which qualified as a Nationally
Significant Infrastructure Project) at Nocton in Lincolnshire. Mike was responsible for organising a
programme of winter and breeding season bird surveys undertaken by himself and a team of associate bird
surveyors from 2012-14. The surveys have included vantage point surveys, walkover surveys and specific
surveys for breeding wildfowl and marsh harriers. Mike also undertook detailed consultation on the bird
issues and potential mitigation for the scheme with RSPB and Natural England, and was lead contributor to
the baseline ornithology reports and Ornithology Environmental Chapter for the Scheme.

Ornithology Task Manager
EDF Development Company, Sizewell Ecological Studies, UK

Mike was the lead ornithologist in the design and organisation of a detailed programme of baseline bird
survey work at the proposed site for new nuclear build at Sizewell in Suffolk from 2009-12. The programme
included generic surveys for breeding and wintering birds, and more species-specific surveys for terns, divers,
black redstart, nightjar, bittern and harriers. Mike has been involved with the design of the survey
programme through discussion and meetings with consultees and has organised a team of staff and
freelance contract surveyors to complete the work as well as undertaking some of the surveys himself. Mike
has presented the results from the work in the form of a number of stand-alone baseline reports.

Professional History

e Wood (2007 — Present) Principal Consultant Ecologist

e British Trust for Ornithology (1999 — 2007) BTO/JNCC/RSPB Breeding Bird Survey, National Organiser
e RSPB (1998 — 1999) Visitor Centre Assistant at Pulborough Brookes RSPB Nature Reserve, Sussex

e Kvismere Bird Ringing Station, Sweden (1997) Bird Ringing Warden
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Ben Fretwell

wood.

Associate Director — Hydrogeology & Flood Risk

Summary

Professional Summary

Years of Experience

25 years

Areas of Expertise

Groundwater quality

Groundwater remediation

Quantitative risk
assessment

Groundwater resources

Types of Facilities

Production Facilities
Power Plants
Refineries

Water Treating and
Injection

Industries

Transport
Government
Oil and Gas
Industry
Property

Waste Management

Ben is a highly experienced hydrogeologist. He specialises in
understanding the behaviour of contaminants in groundwater
through: investigation and monitoring; the development of robust
conceptual models and modelling of contaminant transport; detailed
quantitative risk assessment; and groundwater remediation. His
experience includes hydrogeological site characterisation for a wide
range of projects across a range of scales.

Ben was principal author or co-author of European Commission,
Environment Agency, CL:AIRE UK Water Industry Research, Irish
Environmental Protection Agency and Nuclear Decommissioning
Authority guidance documents, including guidance on permeable
reactive barriers, groundwater monitoring point design and the use of
hydrocarbon analysis in hydrogeological risk assessment. Ben has
acted as project manager or project director on many projects.

Ben has undertaken successful Environmental Impact Assessments on
a number of large projects including: airports; open pit mines; built
development; and integrated waste facilities.

Qualifications

Education

1987, BSc (Hons), Geology, University of Newcastle Upon Tyne
1991, MSc, Engineering Geology, University of Durham

1999, PhD, Hydrogeology, University of London

Professional Registration / Certification
Geological Society - Fellow

Geological Society - Chartered Geologist

Sobra — accredited (controlled waters)

Selected Publications

Brown, D, Fretwell, B, Harries, N, Johnstone, K, Smith J, Sweeney, R
and Thomas L. 2017. Petroleum Hydrocarbons in Groundwater:
Guidance on assessing petroleum hydrocarbons using existing
hydrogeological risk assessment methodologies. CL:AIRE, London.
ISBN 978-1-905046-31-7.

Software
Aquachem, AquiferWin32, ArcGIS

Languages
Spanish
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Ben Fretwell WwWOO d.

Associate Director — Hydrogeology & Flood Risk

Current Projects

Technical lead - flood risk assessment, Technical Reviewer - hydrogeological risk
assessment

Manston Airport Redevelopment Development Consent Order (DCO), Kent, UK, RiverOak
Strategic Partners

Ben prepared the flood risk assessment (FRA) to support the freshwater chapter of the Environmental
Statement; supported consultations with environmental regulators; and was technical reviewer for a
hydrogeological impact assessment (HIA). Manston Airport lies in a sensitive hydrogeological setting, over a
Principal Aquifer and within a source protection zone for a public water supply (PWS). An adit connects the
PWS to the aquifer beneath the runway. The potential for rapid movement of contamination into aquifer and
the PWS was a major concern for regulators that needed to be addressed in the FRA, HRA and drainage
strategy.

Technical lead - groundwater
Bristol Airport Environmental Statement for expansion to 12 mppa

Bristol Airport plan further development to support growth to 12 million passengers per annum (mppa). The
Environmental Statement (ES) supports this development. Bristol Airport overlies a Principal Aquifer and is
within a Source Protection Zone (SPZ) for a public water supply. Groundwater beneath the site is, therefore,
sensitive. To address potential impacts on groundwater, the ES included a separate groundwater chapter,
which Ben wrote. The work built on Ben's earlier work on the ES for expansion to 10 mppa, which was
granted in 2010.

Technical reviewer — hydrogeological risk assessment

North London Heat and Power Project Development Consent Order (DCO), London, UK,
North London Waste Authority (NLWA)

The Project consists of an Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) to serve North London. To support the DCO
application, an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) was undertaken. A hydrogeological risk assessment
was provided to support the EIA. The project will change groundwater levels and flow directions in the
shallow Kempton Park Gravels due to the construction of an impermeable bunker for storage of waste. In
addition, the risk assessment was required to demonstrate that underlying sensitive aquifers would continue
to be protected by the low permeability London Clay. It was also necessary to demonstrate that the
potential for foundation piles to create new pathways for contaminant migration from the surface to
sensitive deep aquifers could be mitigated.

Professional History

e 2014, Associate Director, Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions UK (formerly Wood)
e 2005, Principal Consultant, Wood Environment & Infrastructure UK (formerly Entec UK Ltd.)
e 2001, Senior Hydrogeologist, Entec UK Ltd

e 1998, Consultant Hydrogeologist, Entec UK Ltd

e 1995, Senior Engineer, Delft Geotechnics

e 1991, Engineering Geologist, Golder Associates

e 1989, Geologist, Wardell Armstrong
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Liz Buchanan

wood.

Associate Director, Water Management

Summary

Years of Experience
15

Sectors
e Transport and infrastructure
e Nuclear

e Transmission and
distribution

e Renewables

e Commercial and industrial
e Environmental regulation
e Water

Areas of Expertise

e Environmental impact
assessment (EIA) for the
water environment

e Water Framework Directive

e Water resources policy and
regulation

Professional Summary

Liz is a hydrologist and hydrogeologist with 15 years' experience in
water resources assessment, environmental impact assessment (EIA),
Water Framework Directive assessment (WFD) and strategic
environmental assessment.

Liz has been lead author or technical reviewer of EIAs for a variety of
sites throughout the British Isles. Specific projects have included
windfarms, grid connection corridors, nuclear power stations, urban
regeneration areas and transport infrastructure. This has involved the
development of mitigation measures for the protection of a wide
variety of surface and groundwater environments including heavily
urbanised environments, salmonid spawning streams in Scotland,
groundwater source protection zones and Internal Drainage Board
controlled areas.

In addition to her EIA work Liz also has experience in catchment
management, water resources assessment and WFD assessment.
She has managed a suite of work under these headings for a number
of clients including water companies, the Environment Agency (EA),
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) and
the European Commission (EC). Work has included the authoring of
environmental monitoring requirements for water company Drought
Orders, work on developing the Source Apportionment GIS (SAGIS)
which is a spatially distributed water quality assessment tool,
development of excel/GIS systems for water resources regulation
and WFD compliance for the Environment Agency, advising the
Environment Agency and Defra on the future of water resources
regulation and the reform of water abstraction licensing and
managing a project for the EC on the Integrated Assessments of the
2015 WFD River Basin Management Plans to understand WFD
implementation in all Member States.

Liz is also a project manager on a wide variety of projects with a
value between £2K-£1million and has an APMP qualification in
project management, which is equivalent to an IPMA Level D.

Qualifications

Education
2000, MSci, Physics, University of Durham
2002, MSc, Water Management, Cranfield University

2007, APMP Examination, Project Management, Association for
Project Management

2011, PG Cert (Development Management), Open University

Professional History

e Wood (2002 - Present) — Assistant Consultant/ Consultant/
Principal Consultant/ Associate Director
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Liz Buchanan WOOd,

Associate Director, Water Management

Selected Experience

RiverOak Strategic Partners, Manston Airport (DCO), UK - Water Environment EIA

Liz was the EIA water chapter (surface and groundwater) lead author for the Manston Airport DCO
application, and also co-wrote the supporting WFD summary report. Liz was involved in this project from
Scoping stage to DCO submission to PINS in 2018.

Heathrow Airport Limited, Heathrow Expansion Project (DCO), UK - Water Environment EIA

Liz is the water environment (surface and groundwater) EIA lead for the 3™ runway DCO application at
Heathrow. This project is in the early stages of the DCO process and the scoping report was sent to PINS in
May 2018. Liz was co-author of the scoping report, has lead a number of different aspects of stakeholder
engagement with the Environment Agency, local NGOs and local authorities. She also represented Heathrow
during the public consultation events in February/March 2018. Her role also includes the oversight of the
Water Framework Directive (WFD) assessment and co-ordination of water teams interactions with the
engineers and master planners responsible for the final design.

NuGeneration Ltd, Moorside Nuclear Power Station (DCO), Cumbria, UK - Hydrology and
Flood Risk EIA

Liz was the surface water EIA lead for the post-PEIR surface water assessment work at Moorside and led on
the production of the surface water baseline report and other aspects of the surface water EIA assessment
until the project was put on hold. This role also included engagement with the Environment Agency, local
councils and other key stakeholders on the progression of the surface water assessment.

National Grid, North Wales Connection (DCO), Gwynedd, UK - Surface Water EIA

Liz is the Wood Project Director and EIA technical reviewer for the surface water EIA chapter, FRA and WFD
Assessment for the National Grid connection from the proposed Wylfa Newydd nuclear power station. The
connection stretches across the Isle of Anglesey to connect with National Grid infrastructure on the Welsh
mainland. Liz has been involved with the project since the PEIR stage and the project is now in the final
stages of preparation for DCO submission.

Vattenfall, Thanet Offshore Windfarm Connection (DCO), UK - Land quality and water
environment EIA

Liz was the water environment technical reviewer for the scoping and PEIR stages of the Thanet Offshore
Windfarm Extension grid connection, which constituted the cable from landfall to grid connection at the
Richborough substation. The PEIR was submitted in November 2017.

NNB Genco Ltd., Sizewell C, Suffolk, UK - Environmental Permitting for Replacement
Wetland Habitat Creation

Liz was responsible for the water environment permitting applications for new wetland extension to the
Sizewell Marshes Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), adjacent to Sizewell nuclear power station. This
constituted the development of 67ha of new wetland habitat required to replace areas of the SSSI that could
be lost as a consequence of the construction of Sizewell C. The role included the authoring of the permitting
applications for new abstractions and discharges associated with the construction and operation of the site
and meeting with the Environment Agency to agree the permit applications. Planning consent was granted in
March 2015, and construction of the wetland is now complete.
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Dr Tim Haines

wood.

Technical Director - Hydrogeology

Summary

Professional Summary

Years of Experience: 34

Areas of Expertise:

Water resource
assessments

Hydrogeological Impact
assessments

EIA
Groundwater control
Mining hydrogeology

Hydrochemistry and water
quality

Groundwater protection

Aquifer Storage and
Recovery

Experience in the
following industries:

Recent Project Experience

Major infrastructure
developments

Extractive industry
(quarrying/coal)

Environment Agency
Water utilities

International water
resources

Nuclear power

Food and drinks industry

A hydrogeologist with worldwide experience including water
resource management and protection, abstraction licensing, water
engineering and groundwater control for infrastructure and
engineering projects.

His current work includes providing expert advice to the UK
quarrying industry relating to planning developments and EIA’s and
including support on their response to recent (2017) changes to
abstraction license regulations. He is part of the team delivering a
ES for a DCO development in Kent and provides a review role on
aspects of the current Heathrow development.

Tim has proven management experience in successfully delivering
multi-disciplinary projects linked to the collation and assessment of
hydrogeological and engineering data, including regional studies for
major infrastructure developments, studies in support of planning
developments, groundwater protection, and hydro-ecological
assessments.

He recently successfully delivered a major water resource project in
Qatar managing inputs from drilling and geophysical contractors,
chemists, design engineers and EIA specialists.

Qualifications

Education
1984, PhD, Geological Science, University of Birmingham, UK
1980, BSc (Hons), Geology, University of Bristol, UK

Professional Registrations
Geological Society — Fellow
Geological Society - Chartered Geologist

Chartered Institution of Water and Environmental Management -
Member

International Association of Hydrogeologists — Member (past UK
Committer Member)

Institute of Quarrying — Member

RiverOak Strategic Partners Limited, Manston Airport Development Consent Order, Kent
Expert Advice - ongoing

Tim is the lead hydrogeological advisor undertaking the hydrogeological impact assessment of the
development and operational phases of the airport. He prepared the hydrogeological impact assessment
work relating to the potential effects off the development on the underlying Chalk aquifer system and nearby
public water supply abstractions. The assessment was undertaken following consultation with the
Environment Agency and Southern Water.
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Dr Tim Haines WOOd,

Technical Director - Hydrogeology

Derbyshire CC/High Peak Borough Council -ongoing

Technical advisor to Derbyshire CC and High Peak Borough Council who are owners of a Grade 1 building in
Buxton which is being re-developed as a thermal spa hotel. This £35m Heritage Lottery Funded project
requires close liaison between the developer and the owners and Nestle who bottle the Buxton Mineral
Water to ensure the thermal groundwater resources are protected and safeguarded for future use.

Nexperia Abstraction Licence support - ongoing

Nexperia have a borehole supply for their manufacturing facility and Wood were commissioned to undertake
the necessary work and liaison with the Environment Agency in order to obtain an increase in their
abstraction licence required to meet growing water demand. This work entailed undertaking the required
pumping tests and completing the application process. The increase in the license amount was approved.
Subsequently we are advising Nexperia on aspects of water security, borehole engineering and future
changes to their abstraction licence.

Hanson UK and Aggregate Industries: Technical Advice to UK Quarrying Industry — ongoing

Tim is providing advice on how they meet the requirements of The Water Resources (Transitional Provisions)
Regulations 2017 whereby all they dewatering operation require a transfer or full licence. This Act amends
the 1991 Water Resources Act whereby all previous exempt abstractors will require an abstraction licence
(New Authorisation) to continue to lawfully abstract water.

He also provides hydrogeological advice and direction to a range of projects addressing the requirements of
the quarrying industry to ensure their dewatering activities do not have an adverse effect on the
groundwater environment. Work for Hanson's includes at their flagship limestone quarry and at an
important sand quarry in Cheshire. Work for Aggregate Industries is ongoing at three major limestone
quarries including ROMP reviews and at two proposed new sand quarries in the south west of England with
accompanying input to the planning application and EIA.

Highland Spring, water security - ongoing
Tim is the project director for the ongoing technical support we provide to Highland Spring one of the UK's
largest producers of bottle water. Advice is on the development and management of their wellfield the

design and construction of new wells and long-term planning to ensure wellfield growth together with
obtaining the relevant abstraction license from SEPA is in line with growth forecasts.

International Experience

Tim has worked on a range of water resource projects globally over the last thirty years. He has worked in
several countries in the Middle East with recent work in Qatar and Saud Arabia. The latter (2016/17) involved
assessing the risk to groundwater resources for a proposed new waste facility for Al-Riyadh Development
Corporation. Other work for the food and drink industry has involved work in China and North Korea and
technical advice to water companies has led to work across Europe and in Brazil.

Professional History

1993 - date - Technical Director, Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions (UK) Ltd
1990 -1992 - Company Hydrogeologist Tarmac Quarry Products Ltd

1987-1990, Principal Hydrogeologist, Hydrotechnica Ltd

1984 -1986, Hydrogeologist, Sir M MacDonald and Partners Oman
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Dr John Mabbitt
Associate Director - Historic Environment

Summary

wood.

Professional Summary

Years of Experience

23

Areas of Expertise

Archaeology
Historic Environment

Environmental impact
Appraisal

Industries

Aviation
Renewables

Water and Utilities
Nuclear

Property
Regeneration

Waste

John has substantial experience of professional historic environment
practice and project management on a wide variety of projects. He
has particular expertise in Environmental Impact Assessment,
supported by extensive experience of archaeological fieldwork
management, buildings recording and documentary research. He has
experience of working across the UK and Ireland. John manages
historic environment support and multidisciplinary projects, providing
advice to a wide variety of clients within the public and private sectors
and managing archaeological services on behalf of clients, with an
established record of completion to time and budget. He has
developed effective working relationships with regulators and
archaeological contractors across the UK. John has particular
experience of the production of EIAs for planning and DCO
applications. John's project experience includes involvement in
property, industrial, urban regeneration and major infrastructure
development schemes. He was project manager for the historic
environment support to the Richborough Connection and Sizewell C
DCO application, has been historic environment lead on other DCO
applications including Manston Airport and has provided support to
LPAs on DCO consultations for York Potash and Wylfa Newydd.

Qualifications

Education

PhD Historical Archaeology, Newcastle University (2012)
MA Field Archaeology, University of York (1999)
BA (Hons) Ancient and Modern History, Oxford University (1996)

Professional Registration / Certification
Chartered Institute for Archaeologists, Member (2007)

Technical Lead

Manston Airport, RiverOak Strategic Partners, Kent,
England

John is historic environment technical lead to the production of inputs
to the Manston Airport DCO Application and Examination. John
advised on and reviewed the production of a detailed desk-based
assessment and Environmental Statement chapter. In addition to
considering disturbance of archaeological remains and change to
setting arising from visibility of the proposed development, the ES
also used the Historic England Aviation Noise Metric to
understanding change to setting of heritage assets, particularly listed
buildings in nearby conservation areas at St Nicholas at Wade,
Ramsgate, Manston, Minster and Acol.
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Dr John Mabbitt
Associate Director - Historic Environment

wood.

Experience

Acting Technical Lead
Heathrow Third Runway, Heathrow Airport Limited, England

John acted as historic environment technical lead to the initial delivery of the Heathrow Third Runway PEIR.
He developed the plan for the deployment of a technical team comprising staff from Wood and Mott
MacDonald to produce technical studies supporting the development of the EIA baseline and managed the
delivery of these inputs in the absence of the identified historic environment lead.

Technical Lead and Project Manager
Richborough Connection Project, National Grid, Kent, England

John was project manager and technical lead for historic environment support to the DCO application and
examination for a 400kV OHL, leading this element of the work from options appraisal stage in October 2013,
through EIA and examination in summer 2016. John developed an assessment methodology to ensure the
provision of robust advice and information and led consultation with LPA officers and Historic England,
ensuring that archaeological and built heritage concerns were identified and addressed. John was principal
author of the PEIR and ES, and was lead response provider through the DCO examination.

Following consent, John was lead Archaeological Clerk of Works for the delivery phase, monitoring the main
contractor's specialist archaeologist for compliance with the agreed written scheme of investigation.
Technical Lead and Project Manager

Sizewell C Stage 3 Consultation, EDF Energy — New-Build Nuclear, Suffolk, England

John was project manager and technical lead for archaeology and cultural heritage elements of the Stage 3
consultation for the construction of the proposed Sizewell C Nuclear Power Station, having led desk-based
research and settings assessment for the Stage 2 consultation. At Stage 3, John led the production of further
consultation and baseline documents and carried out consultation with English Heritage, Suffolk County
Council, Waveney District Council and Suffolk Coastal District Council.

Technical Lead

Thanet Offshore extension wind farm, Vattenfall, Thanet, Kent

John was historic environment lead for the production of the PEIR for the Thanet Offshore extension wind
farm. John reviewed the PEIR chapter and supporting desk-based assessment and led consultation with
English Heritage, Kent County Council and Thanet District Council.

Professional History

e Wood (2008 - Present) Associate Director

e Tyne and Wear Museums (1999-2007) Keeper of Field Archaeology
e Colchester Archaeological Trust (1999) Site Assistant

e Carlisle Archaeology (1998-1999) Archaeologist

e Field Archaeology Specialists (1997) Archaeologist

e Colchester Archaeological Trust (1996-1997) Site Assistant

e Oxford Archaeological Unit (1995-1996) Site Assistant
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Barry Mitcheson

wood.

Principal Consultant

Summary

Years of
Experience

20 years

Industries

Defence
Utilities
Development

Waste
management

Public Sector

Types of Facilities

Defence
Residential sites
Former Gasworks
Landfills

Manufacturing
plants

Energy from waste
facilities

Areas of Expertise

Human Health Risk

Professional Summary

Barry is a principal consultant with over 20 years' experience in land quality
consultancy. He has project managed and provided technical support for all
aspects of land quality assessment ranging from phase 1 and 2 land quality
assessments to remediation projects and has extensive knowledge and
experience of all stages of contaminated land assessment as well as
supporting Environmental Statement and baseline assessments under
Environmental Permitting regulations. He has works for a wide range of
clients including the MoD, the Environment Agency, Local Authorities,
developers, contractors, lawyers and from the food and drink, chemical,
transport and waste industries.

Barry’s has particular expertise in environmental chemistry and detailed
quantitative human health risk assessment techniques and its application to
support remediation design and regulatory decision making. These have
included assessment for redevelopment for housing and commercial end use
to support planning and as well as assessment of existing service family
accommodation and of housing estate assessment under Part 2A under Part
2A of the Environmental Protection Act. Site have included assessment of
MOD airfields, firing ranges, GPSS fuel storage sites, barracks, former
chemical weapons disposal sites, vehicle maintenance sites, laundries,
fragrance factories, coating manufacturers, a former Coalite manufacturing
plant, plating works, gas works, sewage treatment works and engineering
works..

Barry has been involved in a range of industry initiatives including active
participation on the steering group for the 2011 major revision to BS10175
on the Investigation of potentially contaminated sites, CIRIA VOCs handbook
and the recent CIRIA Guidance on the use of plastic membranes vapour
barriers. He currently chairs the SOBRA subgroup on acute risks to human
health, is a member of the SOBRA subgroup on asbestos and has been
appointed as one of the Tier 2 toxicologist for the Phase 2 C4SL project will

Assessment
develop 20 C4SLs
e Environmental oo .
Chermistry Qualifications
e Land quality Education
assessment 1998, BA (Hons), Natural Sciences - Chemistry, University of Cambridge
e Remediation 1997, MSc, Pollution & Environmental Control, University of Manchester
Certifications
2015 Specialist in Land Condition (SiLC)
2016 Society of Brownfield Risk Assessment
ASoBRA Human Health and Vapour Intrusion
RSoBRA Controlled Waters and Permanent Gases
Security Clearance level
SC Clearance and WWW card
Languages
e English
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Barry Mitcheson WOOd.

Principal Consultant

Experience

Manston Airport Development Consent Order, Kent RiverOak Strategic Partners Limited,

e Barry was a technical reviewer for the Land Quality Chapter of the Environmental Statement to support
the Manston Airport Development Consent Order.

Assessment and remediation of lead in residential area in Uxbridge, Ministry of Defence

e This project initially involved site investigation and detailed quantitative risk assessment at this former
firing range which is now a housing estate and informal play area. Barry Mitcheson was the project
manager, human health risk assessor and main report author. The project included calibration and use of
a hand held XRF to delineate the areas where elevated concentrations of lead were identified. Risk
assessment was carried to produce levels to determine which areas of open space and gardens required
clean-up for on-going use. These were agreed with the Local Authority and the Health Protection
Agency. Barry subsequently carried out the remediation options appraisal and the detailed design. Finally
Barry project managed the CQA supervision for the successful remediation of the site including
attendance at site meetings and response to queries.

St Raphael's Estate Part 2A assessment and remediation, Brent Council

e Barry managed and provided technical support for the Staged Investigation and Detailed Quantitative
Risk Assessment at this former sewage treatment works which is now a large housing estate. The project
included detailed assessment of data for polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon concentrations and calculated
the risks to human health. Barry was also project manager the remediation options appraisal, design and
tender support provided to the council. He also project managed the supervision of the remediation on
behalf of the council. This included technical input during work to resolve conflicts in CQA arising from
failures of source material and potential cross contamination from handling procedures when the
imported material was brought to site. He oversaw validation work including validation reporting. Barry
was also involved in stakeholder engagements throughout the project and reviewing leaflet and letters
and attended meetings with the council, local councillors and the residents steering group.

Kenilworth Gasworks, Environment Agency

e This was a Part 2A detailed inspection of a residential housing estate built over a former gasworks. Barry
was the human health risk assessor reviewing of unresolved contaminant linkages identified from the
earlier phases of inspection; intrusive investigations combined with soil, and soil gas sampling;. Based on
the Human Health Risk Assessment seven properties were identified to have shallow soil contamination
that may present the significant potential of significant harm. Based on the assessment, the site was
formally determined as "Contaminated land" by the local council.

Professional History

e Wood, Principal Consultant (2015 — Present)
e Enviros / SKM Enviros / SKM / Jacobs, Consultant to Principal Consultant (1998 — 2015)
e BNFL Environmental, Risk Section, Warrington (1997 — 1998)
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Ian Gates

wood.

Associate Director Landscape Architect

Summary

Professional Summary

Years of Experience

29

Areas of Expertise

Landscape and Visual
Impact Assessment (LVIA)

Townscape and Visual
Impact Assessment (TVIA)

Landscape Sensitivity and
Capacity Studies (LSCA)

Landscape design

Industries

Transport
Power
Residential
Industry
Waste

Minerals

Ian is a chartered landscape architect (CMLI) with experience in
landscape planning and landscape design. Since 2000 he has focused
upon landscape and visual impact assessment (LVIA) and has
undertaken over 250 appraisals and assessments, using bespoke
methodologies based upon current best practice.

These appraisals and assessments have been for a wide variety of
developments including airports, residential developments, power
stations, pipelines, hospitals, windfarms, business parks, infrastructure
improvements, quarrying, industrial developments, landfills, mineral
extraction and overhead power lines. These LVIAs have ranged in
location from AONBs to major cities with the latter frequently
requiring townscape assessments to be undertaken.

He leads Wood's landscape team in Shrewsbury. He also frequently
provides technical reviews for LVIAs produced by other Wood
landscape architects. He has experience in undertaking landscape
character assessments and landscape sensitivity and capacity studies.
He acted as an expert witness at informal public hearings and public
inquiries.

Qualifications

Education
M. LD, Landscape Architecture, Manchester University.
BA (Hons), Geography, University of Southampton

Professional Registration / Certification

Landscape Institute - Chartered Member

Current Project

Technical Specialist (LVIA)

Isle of Anglesey County Council, Wylfa Newydd Nuclear
Power Station, Anglesey

Ian has been providing advice to IACC since early 2018 on visual
matters for the ongoing DCO application for a new nuclear power
station on the north coast of Anglesey. This role has required review
of the LVIA and a wider range of supporting documentation
submitted by the developer on the power station site and several
associated development sites.

Outputs have included commentaries on the visual impacts for each
site; inputs on visual issues into a series of Local Impact Reports;
responding to questions provided by the Examining Authority; liaison
with the developer’s technical specialists; and advising IACC on
additional on-site and off-site mitigation measures.
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Ian Gates WOO d.

Associate Director Landscape Architect

Selected Experience

Technical Specialist (LVIA)

Bristol Airport 12 million passengers per annum development, Bristol Airport Limited (BAL),
Somerset

Building upon a long-standing role providing LVIA support to BAL, Ian undertook scoping, liaison with
consultees and wrote the LVIA for this complex proposal consisting of a number of dispersed individual
developments at a major regional airport. Key issues included proximity to an AONB; working with the
ecological consultants and BAL's operations team to develop a mitigation masterplan, taking into account a
variety of future baseline scenarios and working with the architecture consultants to provide photomontage
visualisations.

Technical Specialist (LVIA)
Manston Airport Development Consent Order, RiverOak Strategic Partners Ltd, Kent

Ian undertook the scoping study for the LVIA, including initial desktop surveys and a day and night-time site
visit, and undertook consultations including for the selection of viewpoints. Subsequently he contributed to
the PEIR and the complex LVIA. The compilation of the LVIA involved extensive liaison with the design
engineers including development of the visualisations and the landscape masterplan.

Technical Specialist and Expert Witness (LVIA)
Mid Wales Wind Farms Conjoined Public Inquiry, Vattenfall, Powys

As the author of the LVIA for Llanbadarn Fynydd Wind Farm Ian was appointed by Vattenfall as their LVIA
expert witness this Public Inquiry at which five wind farm proposals were considered. The public inquiry was
the largest public inquiry ever held in Wales. Landscape and visual issues were crucial. Ian worked in tandem
with the four other landscape expert witnesses upon the production of joint SEI information and to agree
overarching methodological approaches. Llanbadarn Fynydd was the only one of the wind farms completely
opposed by Powys County Council. Hence evidence had to be especially robust as it was closely examined by
Powys County Council's barrister and LVIA witness as well as by highly motivated opposition groups at
Session 1 concerning LVIA issues specific to Llanbadarn Fynydd and also at Session 4 upon cumulative LVIA
issues.

Technical Specialist and Expert Witness (LVIA)
Land at Barrow Farm, Chippenham, Robert Hitchens Group, Wiltshire

The Barrow Farm development was a mixed use greenfield site on the edge of Chippenham. Having
technically reviewed the initial LVIA and authored several amendments, lan was engaged for the public
inquiry prompted by the non-determination of the application. Landscape and visual reasons were one of the
main putative reasons for refusal and as such were a key issue for both the planning authority and the Rule 6
party (local residents' groups). Ian was involved in meetings to secure a Statement of Common Ground,
conferences with the client's barrister resulting in the production of a Proof of Evidence and various briefing
notes prior to presenting evidence and being cross examined. Key LVIA considerations were tranquillity,
landscape history and landscape capacity.

Professional History

e Wood (1995 - Present) Associate Director Landscape Architect
e Freelance Landscape Architect (1992 — 1995)
e Appleton Deeley Partnership (1989 —1992) Landscape Architect
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Steve Wright

wood.

Associate Director, Landscape

Summary

Professional Summary

Years of Experience
22

Industries
e Transport
e Power generation

e Power transmission and
distribution

e Industrial/commercial

Areas of Expertise

e Opportunities and
constraints assessment

e Routeing and siting studies

e Co-ordination of iterative
design and assessment
processes

e Llandscape and Visual
Impact Assessment (LVIA)

e  Cumulative Impact
Assessment

e Visualisation requirements

Experience

Steve is an Associate Director with over 20 years' experience in
environmental consultancy. He is responsible for the management
and co-ordination of a wide range of landscape inputs to projects,
including feasibility studies, opportunity and constraints analysis,
routeing and siting studies, mitigation design and Landscape and
Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA).

His experience has been gained across a range medium and large
scale developments across a number of sectors, particularly power
generation, distribution and transmission. Since 2014 he has
developed considerable expertise in nuclear new build as a result of
his involvement in the Moorside Nuclear Power Station. During the
same period, he has also acquired substantial experience in relation
to airport redevelopment and expansion.

Successful stakeholder engagement has played a major role in
achieving positive outcomes for clients in the vast majority of the
projects Steve has managed or contributed to. This has included
contributions to project screening and scoping, and to formal
consultation documents (e.g. Preliminary Environmental Information
Reports) for DCO. He has also taken part in technical working
groups (involving both statutory and non-statutory consultees) and
public exhibitions. He has considerable experience of engagement
with Local Planning Authorities (including National Parks), AONB
management partnerships, Natural England, Natural Resources
Wales and other specific interest groups (e.g. National Trust).

Qualifications

Education
2010, BA (Hons), Landscape Architecture, Birmingham City University

Software / Skills

e GIS analysis, Zones of Theoretical Visibility, Visualisation

Technical specialist (LVIA coordinator)
RiverOak Strategic Partners, Manston Airport, Kent, UK

Steve coordinated landscape and visual inputs to Stage 1 and 2 Consultation PEIRs and ES LVIA to support a
DCO submission for the reopening of the airport. The DCO was submitted in 2018.

Technical specialist (Recreation and Amenity)

Heathrow Expansion Project, Heathrow Airport Limited, London, UK

Steve is jointly responsible for the coordination and delivery of Wood's inputs to the Recreation and Amenity
Impact Assessment and Open Space Assessment being undertaken as part of the Heathrow Expansion
Project. This has entailed close liaison with the masterplanning workstream in order to inform design
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Steve Wright
Associate Director, Landscape

wood.

decisions and identify appropriate mitigation measures. Preliminary Environmental Information to support
the impact assessment is currently in preparation.

Technical specialist (LVIA coordinator)

Nugeneration Ltd, Moorside Nuclear Power Station, Cumbria, UK

Wood provided a range of landscape and visual services to inform and support the emerging plans for a new
nuclear power station close to the existing Sellafield site. These included consultation with statutory and non-
statutory bodies, developing the scope of the EIA, inputs to landscape and mitigation design and baseline
data collation. Steve was project manager for all aspects of the landscape and visual work, responsible for
programme, staff and budget management. This included deploying multiple survey teams (onshore and
offshore) drawn from several of our UK offices and coordinating the various strands of work including design
inputs to the main site and associated developments. Steve was responsible for producing and submitting
LVIA inputs to the Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR), part of the Development Consent
Order (DCO) Stage 2 Consultation (May-July 2016). He coordinated the landscape mitigation measures in
the emerging project design, in close liaison with planners, engineers, landscape designers, architects and
masterplanners to ensure that emerging designs reflected the requirements of numerous, sometimes
conflicting, design imperatives. The schedule for the submission of a draft DCO for the Moorside Project is
currently under development.

Technical specialist (Landscape and Visual)

National Grid, Review of Hinkley Point C Connection Options, Somerset, UK

Following a request for information from Ofgem, Wood was appointed to undertake a review of the options
work completed for the Hinkley Point C Grid Connection project and specifically to review a transmission
route option that had been ‘parked’ following strategic optioneering. Wood conducted a high-level,
strategic environmental appraisal, Route Corridor Study (RCS) for the previously ‘parked’ option to provide
National Grid with an understanding of the key environmental constraints and opportunities associated with
this option and to verify the decision to park this option. The presence of locally and nationally designated
landscapes along the route was a key consideration. Steve was the landscape and visual technical lead
responsible for assessing potential landscape and visual effects using National Grid's Optional Appraisal
process. In addition, he was responsible for several overarching tasks including the definition of the study
area and draft route corridors and the drafting of the overall, multidisciplinary conclusions.

Technical specialist (Landscape and Visual)

National Grid, Methodologies for Landscape & Visual Strategic Options Appraisal

Steve co-authored the landscape and visual methodologies intended to be used by National Grid as part of
its process of Strategic Options Appraisal of new high-voltage electricity transmission connections. The
methodologies apply to strategic connections options that have already passed technical and financial filters
and enable a high-level appraisal of the landscape and visual impacts likely to be associated with connection
options in different geographical areas and employing various technologies. The methodologies drew upon
Steve's previous experience of transmission and distribution routeing as well as emerging best practice.

Professional History

e Wood (2003 - Present)
e Self-employed (2002 — 2003)
e Enviros Ltd (1996 - 2002)
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John Cookson

wood.

Principal Consultant — Noise and Vibration

Summary

Professional Summary

Years of Experience
11

Areas of Expertise
e Noise & Vibration EIAs
e Aviation

e Sound propagation
modelling

e Mitigation design

John Cookson is an environmental consultant who has worked in the
aviation sector for over 11-years. He is a member of the Institute of
Acoustics (IoA) and provides technical support and advice to military
and commercial airports in the UK and Europe. He has valuable
experience of working for an airport operator and he has gained an
appreciation of the numerous airport activities and stakeholders.

John's key expertise is in aircraft noise modelling and impact
assessment. He has worked on a number of high profile projects
including airspace change proposals, airport expansions and planning
condition addendums. His experience in the aviation industry has also
included a number of other environmental disciplines, including
emission inventories and carbon footprinting.

Qualifications

Education

2007, BSc (Hons), Human Geography, Manchester Metropolitan
University

2010, PgDip, Institute of Acoustics Diploma in Acoustics & Noise
Control, University of Salford

Professional Registration / Certification

Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA) —
Practitioner (PIEMA)

Institute of Acoustics (IoA) - Corporate Member (MIOA)
Current Project

RiverOak Strategic Partners Limited, Manston Airport
Development Consent Order, Kent

John has been working with RiverOak Strategic Partners Limited on
the Manston Airport Development Consent Order (DCO) since 2016,
including contributing to the relevant noise chapters for the Scoping
Report, PEIR 1, PEIR 2 and DCO Environmental Statement. As part of
the project, John has undertaken aircraft noise modelling and
provided advice to the Client on the development of a Noise Strategy,
including the introduction of noise mitigation, operational restrictions
and noise abatement procedures.
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John Cookson WOOd,

Principal Consultant — Noise and Vibration

Experience

Project Manager
Noise Consultancy Services in Relation to Dublin Airport Second Runway Application, Fingal
County Council

John has provided support to Fingal County Council in its role as Noise Regulator for Dublin Airport
Authorities Second Runway Application, including review of and recommendations for a number of noise
conditions, including Schools Noise Insulation Scheme, Dwelling Insulation Scheme, Voluntary Purchase
Scheme and Engine Testing.

Noise Technical Lead
Section 73 Noise Condition Addendum, London Luton Airport

John is leading the noise input for the assessment of aircraft noise with regards to a Section 73 addendum to
the airport’s 2012 airport expansion Environmental Statement

Integrated Design Team Member
Heathrow Expansion Project, Heathrow Airport

John is working as part of the noise team providing support to the Heathrow Expansion Project. His work to
date has included modelling of the runway and airspace options and noise abatement procedures. John has
also represented the airport during public consultation and outreach events.

Project Manager
CAP 725 Airspace Change Proposal, Leeds Bradford Airport

John was project manager and responsible for the environmental assessments required by CAP725 in
support of Leeds Bradford's proposed changes to airspace. As part of the work, a validated aircraft noise
model was created, and a number of future airspace scenarios were simulated.

Noise Technical Lead
The Environmental Noise Directive Round 3 Noise Mapping, DAERA

John undertook noise mapping for a number of UK airports as part of the Round 3 Environmental Noise
Directive, including Belfast International Airport and Belfast City Airport.

Professional History

e Wood (2017 — Present) Principal Consultant

e Wood (2014 - 2017) Senior Consultant

e Ricardo-AEA (2012 — 2014) Senior Technical Consultant - Aviation
e Manchester Airport (2007 - 2012)  Environment Advisor
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Oliver Bewes
Associate Director — Noise and Vibration Lead

Summary

wood.

Professional Summary

Years of Experience

16

Office of Employment

London

Industries

e Major infrastructure

DCO/EIA

e Transportation

Areas of Expertise

e Noise & vibration

Assessment

e Noise & vibration
mitigation design

e Noise & vibration policy

e Public Inquiries & Hearings

Languages
e English

Software

e  Microsoft Office
Applications

e 3-dimensional noise

modelling;

e Signal processing

e Geographical Information

Systems (GIS)

Oliver is an Associate Director with more than 15 years of experience
working in the field of noise and vibration control. He is Operational
Lead of the Wood E&IS noise and vibration team. Oliver is a
specialist in the control of noise and vibration from infrastructure
and has experience of the planning, design and implementation
phases of major aviation, road and rail schemes. He has worked in
multidisciplinary design teams delivering schemes such as Heathrow,
Manston Airport, High Speed 2, Crossrail and Thameslink. He has
undertaken noise mitigation design and led noise and vibration
measurement campaigns on projects in the UK, Europe, US,
Scandinavia and Asia. He has experience preparing environmental
impact assessments for major DCO aviation, road and rail schemes
as well as new developments close to existing noise sources. He has
represented promotors and stakeholders and prepared expert
evidence during the Transport and Works Act Order (TWAOQ)
process. In 2014 Oliver was awarded the Acoustics and Noise
Consultants prize for excellence in transportation noise control for
work related to the prediction of groundborne noise and vibration
from high speed railways.

Qualifications

Education

2005, Engineering Doctorate, Transport Infrastructure Engineering,
University of Southampton

2001, BEng, Acoustical Engineering, University of Southampton

Registrations / Certifications / Licenses
Chartered Engineer (Institute of Acoustics)

Member of the Institute of Acoustics

Current Project
Noise and vibration Lead

River Oak Service Partners, Manston Airport DCO
Application

Oliver is a noise and vibration specialist for the Development
Consent Order (DCO) in relation to the reopening of Manston
Airport as a major freight hub. Oliver is the author of the noise and
vibration chapter for the environmental statement. He is responsible
for ensuring the quality of the assessment by reviewing and
supervising the technical work undertaken to predict aircraft noise,
construction noise and noise from plant required to operate the
airport. Oliver also attended all public consultation events as a noise
and vibration expert.
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Oliver Bewes WOOd,

Associate Director — Noise and Vibration Lead

Experience

Noise and Vibration Manager

Heathrow Airport Limited, Heathrow Expansion Project DCO Application

Oliver is working as a noise and vibration manager for the joint venture team appointed as an Integrated
Design Team partner to provide a suite of services to support HAL in its application for a Development
Consent Order to expand the airport. He is currently involved in optioneering exercises to support the
Masterplan and is also leading the construction noise assessment work required to obtain Section 61
Consent for geotechnical investigation works on the proposed site.

Technical Author
High Speed Two Limited, Hybrid Bill Applications for Phases 1 and 2a

For HS2 Phase 1 Oliver was discipline lead responsible for delivering the routewide groundborne noise and
vibration sections of the environmental statement for the section of the route that runs between London and
the West Midlands. The innovative prediction methods developed during the project won the Acoustics and
Noise Consultants award for transportation noise control in 2014. For Phase 2a Oliver Co-author of the noise
and vibration chapters and supporting technical appendices for the section of the route will run between the
West Midlands and Crewe.

Project Manager

Network Rail, Werrington Grade Separation Hybrid Bill Application

Oliver was project manager and author of noise and vibration chapter for the Werrington grade separation
TWAUO. Prior to the TWAO submission local residents in the vicinity of the scheme highlighted noise as their
main concern. Network Rail considered noise to be a key risk to the TWAO. As a result of the robust
assessment undertaken the EIA received minimal objections on the grounds of noise and key stakeholders
such as Peterborough City Council did not object to the scheme.

Public Consultation

High Speed Two Limited, Public Consultation Events for Phase 2a

Oliver attended multiple public consultation events as a noise and vibration specialist at various venues
across the proposed route for HS2 phase 2a.

Professional History

e 2017, Associate Director, Wood
e 2005, Acoustic consultant, Ove Arup and Partners Limited

e 2001, Research Engineer, Pandrol Railway Fastenings Limited
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Colin Carter

Associate Director

Summary

Years of Experience
20

Areas of Expertise

e Socio-economic analysis
e Policy analysis

e Financial analysis
Industries

e Airports

e Government (and various
regulated sectors)

Languages
English

wood.

Professional Summary

Colin has 20 years' experience providing policy, socio-economic and
financial advice often related to major developments or changes in
markets and regulatory controls. His work covers appraisal,
environmental valuation and analysis of technical, commercial and
financial feasibility. He has provided investment and market
intervention studies at strategic and local levels and contributed
standard assessment methodologies to government and industry.
He leads the economic function at Wood and his public sector
clients include the World Bank, UK central government departments,
and local planning authorities.

Colin is a key member of Wood's team addressing the planning
challenges in the UK's priority areas for major housing
developments, with recent work in the Midlands and East London.
He has recently completed a detailed assessment of borough-wide
education, health and social needs supporting the submission of an
application for 1,700 housing units with cumulative effects from a
further 11,000 units requiring major changes to services for
Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council. Currently, he is lead
author for the socio-economic assessment for the application to re-
open Manston airport in Kent. His other planning work includes
expert review of EIA submissions for local authorities in Hackney and
Newham, of a quarry extension in the Dartmoor National Park, and
socio-economic chapters for a wind park in a sensitive area of the
Scottish Highlands as well as other housing development work in the
Midlands.

At Wood, Colin covers overarching strategic themes of increasing
importance to strategy and planning of infrastructure. He is
currently advising the Environment Agency on assessing risks to
natural capital and is leading the economic valuation of natural
capital impacts for London’s new Heathrow airport extension. He
provided the economics support for the Circular Economy Route
Map for the city of London and has recently worked with the
Rockefeller Foundation 100 Resilient Cities project on assessing the
investment value of infrastructure assets.

Previously, Colin led the quantitative methods department for a
leading general economics consultancy (London Economics) and was
Head of Operations Research at the Hatfield site of British
Aerospace.

Qualifications

Education
1988, MA, Engineering, University of Cambridge

1984, BA, Engineering, University of Cambridge
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Colin Carter WOOd.

Associate Director

Selected Experience

Manston Airport EIA
(River Oak Strategic Partners)

Colin was the lead author for the socio-economic chapter in an Environmental Statement in an EIA for the
reopening of Manston Airport, Kent.

EIA for Housing Developments in the Midlands
Milton Keynes Development Partnership & Warwick County Council
Colin is the lead author on the socio-economic chapters in an Environmental Statement in an EIA in support

of two major housing developments in the Midlands (Top Farm, Nuneaton and Tattenhoe Park, MK), of 60
and 94 hectares.

Socio-economic expert review of Environmental Statements
Hackney and Newham Borough Councils, London

Colin is providing expert review of the socio-economic chapters of EIA submissions to Hackney and Newham
councils for a number of developments across the boroughs in one of the fastest growing areas in the UK.

Response to government proposals for Marine Conservation Zones in the Isle of
Wight

Lymington and Yarmouth Harbour Commissioners, IOW

Colin directed a detailed assessment of socio-economic impacts and a community survey regarding potential

designation of Marine Conservation Zones near the Needles in the Isle of Wight submitted by the harbour
commissioners in response to a government consultation.

Socio-economic advice for a quarry extension
Dartmoor National Park

Colin is developing the socio-economic arguments in an ongoing planning assessment of a potential quarry
extension in a sensitive area on the edge of one of the UK’s major national parks.

Performance-based design framework to integrate and demonstrate value within
infrastructure projects
100 Resilient Cities - Rockefeller Foundation

Colin worked with an in-house expert team on a methodology to include the effects of resilience when
assessing the investment value of infrastructure assets.

Current approaches for assessing risks to Natural Capital
Environment Agency

The Environment Agency is currently seeking to assess the practicalities of the possible approaches for local,
regional and national environmental planning and management over a range of time horizons. Colin is
directing the project which includes an international literature review and PESTLE analysis.

Natural Capital Assessment
London Heathrow Airport
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Colin Carter WOOd.

Associate Director

The development of natural capital estimates is part of the integrated approach to investment in the new
extension to London’s Heathrow airport. Colin is leading the specification and implementation of the
economic valuation of new and existing natural assets affected by the design options.

Upper Sonachan Wind Park EIA
Ecotricity

Colin was lead author for the socio-economic chapter in an Environmental Statement in an EIA for a large
scale wind park planning application in Argyll and Bute in a sensitive landscape area.

Technical Assistance on Development of Circular Economy Route Map for London
and the Interreg CircE Tool
London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB) (2015-2017)

LWARB is required to provide a business plan on a yearly basis which incorporates the Mayor of London’s
ambition for London to become a world leader in circular economy (CE). In the first phase, Colin led the
economic development of the first estimates of the potential value to London of adopting CE. In the second
phase, the financial potential of a set of possible new CE incentives route map was assessed. In support for
the European Interreg CirckE programme, he led the collation of information on the circular economy
landscape in London, including the policy framework, innovation strategies, a brief SWOT analysis, key sector
statistics and a list of the most relevant stakeholders.

Tourism Assessment
North York Moors National Park Authority

Colin led the socio-economic assessment of potential impacts of a new potash mine in the Park on the
tourist economy of Whitby.

Economic benefits of flood (FCRM) investment on recreation, tourism and health
Environment Agency (UK)
Wood (formerly Amec Foster Wheeler) is assisting the Environment Agency in a review and update of

existing methods for valuing economic and financial benefits of flood defence schemes including impacts at
national scale in the areas of recreation, tourism and public health. Colin is directing the project.

Generic assessment of socio-economic impacts of oil-spills worldwide
ENI (The Italian State Oil Company)

Colin directed a major study valuing the potential costs of socio-economic impacts on business, tourism, the
community and the environment of onshore and offshore oil spills in 43 countries worldwide. This work is
ongoing and being extended to 11 further countries.

A Strategic Level Approach to Cumulative Effects
Marine Management Organisation

In a project led by NIRAS, Colin directed the socio-economic analysis for assessing cumulative impacts in the
UK marine environment.

Socio-economic impacts of a hypothetical oil spill in the Irish Sea
ENI

Colin directed an assessment of the socio-economic impacts on business, tourism, the community and the
environment from an oil spill affecting the coastline of North West England.

Costs of pollution incidents
Environment Agency
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Colin Carter WOOd.

Associate Director

Colin directed a project to provide a generic methodology for assessing socio-economic costs from pollution
incidents which includes the integration of valuation frameworks in daily use by different stakeholders.

Financial Mechanisms for Industrial Resource Efficiency
World Bank (2014)

Colin managed the development of a generic toolkit to allow countries to identify resource efficiency
opportunities and design well-matched financial support and enabling tools. The first application was in
Jordan.

Circular Economy Economic Opportunity (Construction Excellence Wales)

Colin is leading the assessment of the economic impact of the Circular Economy arising from the
introduction of new approaches throughout the supply chain and in the subsequent use of buildings.

Economic benefits of FCRM investment on recreation, tourism and health
(Environment Agency)

Colin is directing a project to provide the national approach for assessing recreation, tourism and health
benefits arising from investment in flood and coastal erosion risk management infrastructure.

Options for a Strategy for Economic Assessment of the Benefits of Contaminated
Land Remediation
Defra

Colin directed a project to provide the UK government with a generic methodology for assessing the
economic value of the different types of benefits arising from the remediation of contaminated land. The
extensive study included an assessment of the use of the ecosystem services approach in comparison with
more traditional approaches.

Financial Assessment of options for Energy from Waste (EfW) Plant
Private Developer

Colin led a team advising on commercial options for electricity sales from a new on-site anaerobic digestion
plant. This included assessing revenue options under government support schemes (Feed In Tariffs and
Renewable Obligation Certificates), negotiating with electricity offtakers, and estimating costs of connection
and distribution.

Commodity Market Feasibility Study for Waste Markets
Environment Agency

Colin directed a project funded under the LIFE programme considering the reasons for current market
failures and the development of new commodity markets for materials made available through changes in
waste regulation. In a study with substantial theoretical content, issues such as state aid, economies of scale
and scope and barriers to entry were assessed for four materials with different intrinsic characteristics.

Market analysis of Isle of Wight ferry services
Wightlink

Colin advised on the market dynamics and pricing of ferry services to the Isle of Wight, drawing on previous
work for Eurotunnel on competitor analysis.
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Bev Coupe

wood.

Technical Director - Transport Planning

Summary

Years of Experience
24+

Office of Employment

Leamington Spa, Warwickshire

Industries

Transport infrastructure
Power

Local and central
government

Property and development

Travel Demand

Professional Summary

Bev is a Technical Director with over 24 years’ experience in
transport planning.

She is an experienced Project Manager and Project Director, dealing
with Transport Assessments, Travel Plans, sustainable transport
schemes and multi modal strategies, parking studies and
accessibility assessments for a variety of developments, including
NSIPs and DCO applications. She is skilled in working with
stakeholders during the project lifecycle to identify sustainable
opportunities and develop solutions and has participated in
numerous public consultation events.

Bev is a specialist in transport, but works closely with planning,
design and environmental teams, looking at the holistic
environmental impact of development with the aim of identifying
sustainable design and access solutions.

Bev has appeared as expert witness at Public Inquiry and has made

Management representations at Local Plan Examination in Public.
Areas of Expertise Qualifications
© beo Education

e Transport Planning MSc, Transport Engineering and Operations, University of Newcastle

e Development Planning BA (Hons), Planning Studies, Oxford Polytechnic

e Sustainable Transport Diploma, Planning, Oxford Polytechnic
Registrations / Certifications / Licenses
Member Royal Town Planning Institute
Languages

English

Experience

Transport Lead
RiverOak Strategic Partners Limited, Manston Airport DCO, Kent, UK

Through a phased approach between 2020 and 2038, the proposals are for 350,000 tonnes of air freight and
1.5 million passengers per year. In addition, a business park is proposed to the north of the airport site. Bev
is technical lead on the transport submissions which has included the development of a transport model,
airport access strategy and parking strategy and production of a transport assessment, travel plans,
construction traffic management plan, public rights of way management, as well as PEIR chapter and ES
chapter and section 42 consultation.

Technical Reviewer

National Grid, North West Coast Connections Project (NWCC) DCO, Cumbria, UK

Wood was commissioned to deliver highways and transport services to support the DCO for the NWCC
which is a major upgrade of electricity infrastructure in the north west of England as part of the Moorside
New Nuclear Build scheme. The NWCC project involved a 22km tunnel under Morecombe Bay, 140km of a
new power corridor and 5 new / upgraded substations. Bev undertook technical reviews of transport
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Bev Coupe WOO d.

Technical Director - Transport Planning

documents that were being produced to support the DCO application, including the Construction Traffic
Management Plan and the Transport Strategy.

Technical Lead
Vattenfall, Nocton Fen Wind Farm DCO, Lincolnshire, UK

Wood was commissioned to undertake the Environmental Statement for the project which consisted of 20
wind turbines with a total installed capacity of up to 69MW (on the basis of 20 x 3MW wind turbines), and
was therefore a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP). Bev led the Traffic and Transport
assessment work, which included access studies to determine routing to the site and the point of ingress and
egress for general construction HGV traffic and for Abnormal Indivisible Loads (AlLs).

Technical Lead
Bristol Airport, 10mppa Expansion Project

Wood has extensive experience of working for Bristol Airport over many years, including the planning and
environmental work which resulted in the granting of outline planning permission for expansion to 10 MPPA.
Bev was the technical lead on the Traffic and Transport chapter for the Environmental Statement.

Technical Lead
Warwickshire County Council, Sites in SW Rugby

WCC has sites as part of a wider SW Rugby consortium which will deliver around 5,000 dwellings, major
employment, an all through primary and secondary school site, two other primary schools, district centre and
associated infrastructure, including a relief road to address congestion and air quality issues at signal
crossroads in Dunchurch. The work has included working closely with the consortium members and their
transport consultants, and with the local planning authority, Rugby Borough Council, and highway authority,
Warwickshire District Council. Bev is leading the transport work to support the promotion of the WCC sites
and the wider consortium.

Technical Lead
Robert Hitchins Ltd, Land and North & East of Barrow Farm, Chippenham, Wiltshire

Wood was commissioned to provide multi-disciplinary services to undertake the planning and technical
support work for a proposed development of 500 units and primary school on a Greenfield, non-allocated
site on the northern periphery of Chippenham, south of J17 M4. Bev led the transport planning work. The
planning application was refused and Wood was commissioned to provide expert witnesses in planning,
transport, landscape and heritage in support of the appeal. Bev successfully negotiated withdrawal of the
highway authority’s reasons for refusal prior to the Inquiry, achieving a comprehensive Statement of
Common Ground. The planning appeal was unsuccessful on planning, landscape and visual grounds.

Professional History

e Wood (2017 - Present)

e Amec Foster Wheeler (2014 - 2017)

e AMEC (2011 - 2014)

e Entec (2006 — 2011)

e  Atkins (2000 — 2006)

e Arup (1998 - 2000)

e Ove Arup & Partners (HK) (1994 — 1997)
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Glyn Price

wood.

Associate Director — Transport Planning

Summary

Professional Summary

Years of Experience

15

Areas of Expertise

Transport Assessments

Complex Junction
Modelling

Highways Design
Travel Plans
Gravity Models

Traffic Management Plans

Types of Facilities

Airports

Power Infrastructure
Residential Developments
Commercial Developments

Mixed Use Developments

Glyn is a Transport Planner with over 15 years' experience.

Glyn's experience spans 15 years in transportation planning in both
public and private sectors, and includes Transport Assessments (TA),
Transport Statements (TS), Traffic Management Plans (TMP),
environmental assessment relative to highways and transport, and
Travel Plans (TP).

His key strength is in preparing and developing traffic management
solutions for permanent developments and for the construction
period of large infrastructure projects. He has been project manager
for the transport element of the works required to support the DCO
application for the Northwest Connection Project for National Grid
and more recently Manston Airport. Another key strength is in
transport modelling where he has been trained to an advanced level
on many tools such as PICADY, ARCADY and TRANSYT and LinSig.

He is experienced in project and finance management on a range of
projects such as marina developments, quarry extensions, new
overhead and underground power cables, new underground water
pipes, wind farms, mixed use industrial estates and residential
developments. His focus in the last four years has been managing and
delivering the relevant transport inputs to support a major planning
application for OHL and underground cables in the power sector.

Qualifications

Education

2003, BA (Hons), Geography/Planning, Coventry University
Software

e Junctions 9

e LinSig V3 — Complex linked junction modelling

e TRANSYT

e Advanced Excel - complex gravity model spreadsheets

e CAD/GIS

Current Project

Transport Advice for junction modelling

RiverOak Strategic Partners Limited, Manston Airport
Development Consent Order, Kent

Glyn has managed the traffic and transport support for the Manston
Airport DCO. Glyn has liaised with the client, key stakeholders and
internal project team to deliver the transport documents and figures
for the DCO Submission.
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Glyn Price WOO d.

Associate Director — Transport Planning

Experience

Transport Planner

National Grid, Northwest Connection Project DCO, Cumbria/Lancashire (2015 - 2017)

Glyn was the project manager for the traffic and transport element of a wider in-house team for the
Northwest Coast Connection project DCO submission. This project is a mixture of overhead line and
underground cables linking the existing National Grid in the northwest and the proposed new nuclear power
station at Moorside. Glyn was heavily involved in all stages of the project from bidding to delivery, managing
the project at the same time. This project has focused on the production of numerous documents to support
various planning applications such as a CTMP, TA and EIA chapters, as well as various technical reports. Glyn
has led consultation with the local authorities, led teams on site, and has worked closely with the client via
weekly update meetings. Glyn worked within the designs teams and was seconded to Kendal. Glyn worked
through change control processes and was an integral part of the evolving design solution. Glyn also played
a key role in the development of a wide ranging multi modal Transport Strategy for the project.

Transport Planner

National Grid, Mid Wales Connection Project DCO, Shropshire/Powys (2013 - 2015)

Glyn was the project manager for the traffic and transport element of a wider project team for the Mid Wales
Connection DCO project. This project is a mixture of OHL and underground cable linking up the TAN 8 area
to the existing National Grid line in Shropshire. Glyn was heavily involved in all stages of the project

from bidding through to delivery, managing the project at the same time. The project was delivered on time
and budget until government policy resulted in the project bring cancelled. This project has focused on the
production of several documents to support a DCO application such as a TMP, TA and EIA chapters, as well
as various technical reports. Glyn has been involved with consultation with the local authorities, led teams on
site, and been working closely with the client via weekly update meetings. Glyn worked within the designs
teams and regularly worked out of the project office. Glyn worked through change control processes and was
an integral part of the evolving design solution. Glyn also played a key role in the development of a wide
ranging Transport Strategy for the project.

Transport Planner

Western Power Distrbution, Brechfa Forest Connection DCO, Brechfa (Wales) (2015)

Glyn was the project management for the traffic and transport element of a wider Wood team for the Brechfa
Forest Connection project. This project is a mixture of OHL and underground cable linking up the wild farms
of the Brechfa Forest to an existing OHL south of Carmarthen. Glyn was been heavily involved in all stages of
the project from bidding through to delivery. This project has focused on assessing the access points to over
100 locations for the OHL. This has focused on how to manage HGV trips when the network is predominately
thin rural roads which are unsuitable. The DCO was granted in September 2016.

Professional History

e Wood (2007 — Present)
e Faber Maunsell (2005 - 2007)
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RPS

Andrew Buroni
Technical Director of Health

PhD, MSc, BSc (Hons), Fellow of the Royal Society of Medicine,
Fellow of the Royal Society for Public Health, HIA Framework
Advisor to Public Health England, HIA advisor to EPA Ireland and
Public Health Wales, Temporary Advisor to the WHO on the Health
Effects of Waste Management and sits on the IEMA Health in EIA
Writing Group.

Dr Buroni is RPS' Health and Social Impact Assessment Practice
Leader with 18 years of project experience on leading international
Health Impact Assessment in the energy, oil and gas, transport,

regeneration, spatial planning, sustainable development, civil
aviation and waste management sectors.

Experience

Andrew is the market leader for planning focussed HIA in the UK. He has
designed, delivered and presented evidence at public inquiry and issue
specific hearing for some of the most complex planning focused examples
of Health Impact Assessment (HIA), and has an unmatched catalogue of
HIA project experience ranging from local planning through to DCO and
Hybrid Bill.

Andrew provides clients with specialist advice on clarifying potential health,
social and wellbeing outcomes, and separating perceived impacts from
actual risk. He assesses the distribution, significance and likelihood of
potential health outcomes, and provides bespoke Health Action Plans
geared to addressing existing burdens of poor health, inequality and
improving community health.

Andrew’s experience is as extensive as it is varied, including surface mines,
oil and gas projects, new nuclear power stations, regeneration strategies,
urban expansions, through to windfarms and their grid connections, new
national grid road and rail infrastructure, and national waste strategies.

A small sample of Andrew’s aviation experience includes:
e Gatwick 2nd runway;

¢ Birmingham Runway Extension, Masterplan and ongoing technical
advisor;

¢ London City Airport Interim, Main and CADP applications, including
expert witness;

e Belfast City Airport runway extension, change in planning condition,
expert withess and ongoing technical advisor;

¢ Dublin change in planning conditions and ongoing technical advisor;

e Stansted G1, optioneering of G2 and increased capacity applications;
and

e Western Sydney Airport Expansion; and

e Melbourne Airport Expansion.

rpsgroup.com/uk
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Key Projects

HS2 (Phase 2b Lot 3), Midlands Mainline
Electrification, Northern Powerhouse Rail,
Crossrail

Sizewell C, Bradwell B, Moorside, Hinkley Point C
and Oldbury New Nuclear Power Stations

Sellafield Transformation Plan
The UK Geological Nuclear Waste Repository

Runcorn; Rufford; Lostock, Suffolk, Exeter,
Norfolk, Belfast, Cheshire, Brig y Cwm, Tipperary
and Public Health England Science Hub EfW’s,

South Hook Gas Fired Power Station, Green Hills,
Cardenden and Roosecote Biomass facilities

Nant Llesg Surface Mine, Bry Defaid Surface Mine,
Curraghinalt Gold Mine, Ffos y Fran Opencast Mine

Falkirk Coal Bed Methane and shale gas
exploration in Lancashire and Yorkshire

Health in EIA Best Practice Guidance for the entire
UK Onshore Oil and Gas Industry and ongoing
technical advisor

Environmental Social and Health Impact
Assessment (ESHIA) projects in Algeria, Albania,
Papua New Guinea, Ethiopia, Kurdistan, Sakhalin,
Salym and the Arctic Circle;

EirGrid, Grid Link, Tamnamore to Omagh,
Brockaghboy, Curraghmulkin Power Lines and the
FAB Interconnector

Hornsea (One, Two and Three), the Atlantic Array,
Burbo Bank, Moray Firth, Inch Cape, Kildare and
Tyrone Windfarms

Irelands potable water Lead management treatment

Kent, Ipswich, Cambourne, Drayton Park, Leiston,
Backwell, Green End, Brighton General Hospital,
Uttlesford, Denny End and Chequers Road urban
developments

Wales, Brighton & Hove, East Sussex Lancashire
and Buckinghamshire Waste Strategies

WRAP Waste Management and Health Guidance

WHO Temporary Technical Advisor on the health
effects of Waste Management



Dr Christopher Harris

wood.

Principal Consultant - Climate

Summary

Professional Summary

Years of Experience

8

Office of Employment
London (Canary Wharf), UK

Industries

Airports
High-speed rail
Water resources

Major infrastructure
projects

Refining

Built environment

Areas of Expertise

Climate adaptation and
resilience

Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
assessment and climate
change mitigation

Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) — DCO
and TCPA

Circular economy and low
carbon design

Sustainability and waste
policy development

Dr Christopher Harris has 8 years of experience specialising in
climate change adaptation, the resilience of infrastructure systems,
climate change mitigation and sustainability. He has experience on
some of the largest infrastructure projects in the UK, and is a
qualified project manager with experience of co-ordinating multi-
disciplinary teams on complex projects across a range of sectors.

As well as his focus on climate change, Dr Harris has previously run
major projects on circular economy, eco-design, water resources,
environmental policy and applied academic innovation. Christopher
has a PhD from the University of Birmingham (Civil Engineering)
which focussed on increasing the resilience of water resource
networks to drought under projections of climate change. He is a
peer reviewer for two academic journals focussing on climate
change.

Qualifications

Education

PhD. Civil Engineering. University of Birmingham

MSc. Climate Change. University of East Anglia (Distinction)
BSc. Marine Geography. Cardiff University

Registrations / Certifications / Licenses

Member of the UK working group for ISO 14090 and ISO 14091
PRINCE? Practitioner (project management)

Life-cycle Assessment (LCA) Practitioner (SimaPro)

Current Projects

Climate Resilience and GHGs Lead

RiverOak Strategic Partners Limited, Manston Airport
Development Consent Order, Kent

Christopher is responsible for the management and delivery of the
climate change resilience and mitigation aspects of the Manston
Airport redevelopment DCO application and the TCPA applications
for Bristol Airport interim expansion and Fawley Refinery expansion.
He is also the client representative for climate change throughout
the Manston Airport redevelopment DCO examination process and
has also managed the development of tasks covering water
efficiency, waste, circular economy and energy efficiency.
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Dr Christopher Harris
wood.

Principal Consultant - Climate

Experience

EIA Climate Change Director (Climate Resilience and GHGs)
Heathrow Airport Ltd, Heathrow Expansion Programme, UK. 2018 - present

Christopher is the topic director and manager for Heathrow Expansion Programme EIA for climate change
resilience and mitigation, and technical reviewer for Major Accidents and Disasters. He is responsible for the
technical development (including masterplan development) and delivery of the climate change EIA chapter
and all associated tasks. This role includes extensive stakeholder engagement and the development of best
practice in the consideration of climate change in EIA and the wider DCO process.

Climate Change (Resilience) and Major Accidents and Disasters Specialist
High Speed Two (HS2) Ltd, UK. 2015 - 2017

For two years Christopher was responsible for the development of the design of HS2 for resilience to future
climates. This role included the production of technical standards, strategies and policies relating to climate
change resilience including co-development with environmental, engineering and asset management
discipline leads. Christopher managed input from a number of consultancies and research bodies feeding
into the cutting edge environmental assessment and design of the scheme.

Christopher led the Climate Change Adaptation and Resilience Focus Group, responsible for developing and
executing technical design changes related to climate resilience. He developed research projects with
academic partners relating to the resilience of HS2 to climate change and natural disasters, including direct
impacts of extreme weather on infrastructure, assessment of multiple environmental hazards.

Lead Research Officer (Circular Economy and Sustainable Design)
PDR / Welsh Government / Zero Waste Scotland / Riversimple, UK. 2014 - 2015

Christopher led the development and direction of ecodesign at PDR which facilitated sustainable and low
carbon development in Wales and Scotland. This role included the production of key policy documents for
the Welsh Government, ‘Design for a Circular Economy’ for Zero Waste Scotland. This role also included the
development of sustainable business models with SMEs across Wales, including a value network through
supplier adoption of sale-of-service business models with Riversimple Engineering Ltd.

Professional History

e Wood (2017 — Present). Principal Consultant, Climate Resilience and Sustainability
e High Speed Two (HS2) (2015 - 2017). Climate Change Resilience Specialist

e Ecodesign Centre / PDR (2014 — 2015). Lead Research Officer

e University of Birmingham (2010 — 2014) Doctoral Researcher

Publications / Presentations

e  Whicher, A, Harris, C., Beverley, K., Swiatek, P. 2017. Design for circular economy: Developing an action
plan for Scotland. Journal of Cleaner Production. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.11.009

e Harris, CN.P.,, Quinn, A.D., Bridgeman, J. 2014. The use of probabilistic weather generator information for
climate change adaptation in the UK water sector. Meteorological Applications. 21 (2) 129-140. DOL
10.1002/met.1335

e Harris, C.N.P., Quinn, A.D., Bridgeman, J. 2013. Quantification of uncertainty sources in a probabilistic
climate change assessment of future water shortages. Climatic Change. 121 (2) 317-329

e Harris, C.N.P,, Sanders, C., Harfield, P. 2014. Mapping Critical Resources for Wales. Prepared for the Welsh
Government Waste Strategy Branch.
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Kate Duff 00 d
Technical Director — Major Accidents and *
Disasters

Summary Professional Summary

Years of Experience
25+

Areas of Expertise

Risk Assessment &
Management

Major Accidents and
Disasters

Major Accident Regulation

Types of facility

Airport

Oil and gas:
onshore/offshore

Chemical
Mine support facilities

Marine and road

Kate leads the safety and risk team of Wood E&I and is a Chartered
Physicist with almost 30 years of international experience in safety
and risk management. Her expertise covers a wide range of
industrial sectors, including oil and gas, petrochemical, chemicals,
nuclear and mining industries. She has applied her expertise to all
stages of facility life-cycle; from concept design, through FEED/EPC,
to normal operations and final decommissioning.

Particular expertise includes:

. Major Accidents and Disasters

. Risk assessment and management

. ALARP demonstration Supporting safety studies

. Technical design safety

. Safety Report preparation

. Occupied Building Risk Assessment

. Escalation Assessment

. Business Risk Assessment and Cost Benefit Analysis
Qualifications

Education

offloading 1986, BSc (Hons), Applied Physics, Sunderland Polytechnic
e Waste Current Projects
Industries Major Accidents and Disasters Lead
. Oil & Gas RiverOak Strategic Partners Limited, Manston Airport
Development Consent Order, Kent
*  Chemical Technical lead for the Major Accident and Disaster aspect of the
e Nuclear 2018 Manston evaluations for the purposes of the 2017 EIA
e Minin regulatory submission for DCO. Technical method development and
g assessment, including detailed consideration of fuel storage.
January 2019
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Kate Duff

Technical Director — Major Accidents and
Disasters

wood.

Experience

Heathrow 3rd Runway EIA - Major Accident and Disasters

Aspect Director for Major Accident and Disaster Aspect of the Heathrow 3rd Runway Project EIA. Technical
method development, assessment, stakeholder engagement. Supporting the project in meetings its
requirements for major accident and disaster evaluation as part of the EIA 2017 regulatory requirements.

LNG Tank Storage - Quantitative Studies
TGE

Project Manager and lead engineer for frequency, consequence and risk based design evaluations associated
with a Chinese LNG tank storage facility. The assessment included consideration of tank roof events and
design considerations for safe guarding provisions such as the impoundment basin and PSVs.

COMAH Predictive Studies

Nalco

Detailed risk assessment for Upper Tier Chemical manufacturing establishment, including risk /HAZID/ENVID
workshops and quantitative evaluation (consequence, frequency and risk) of toxic, flammable, VCE and Major
Accident to the Environment (MATTE) hazards associated with storage and processing at the facility,
chemicals and oil. Supporting studies were also undertaken including Occupied Building Risk Assessment.

Risk Assessment/HAZOP - CHP facility

Fingleton White

Facilitator for HAZOP considering modifications to the operation and design of a feed system relating to a
CHP facility. The assessment considered business, asset, safety and environmental risks associated with
changed to the facility.

Offshore sub- Arctic QRA and Safety Studies

International Offshore Operator and Design EPC Contractors

An update of studies performed for a sub- Arctic Sakhalin 1 Development. The 2012 commission was a
selected update of activities performed at FEED stage. FEED activities included detailed fire risk analysis,
temporary refuge assessment, platform escalation studies and detailed escape/evacuation/platform
abandonment analysis. Full consideration was given for the extreme nature of the environment, which
involves sea-ice for a significant proportion of the year.

Professional History

e 2015, Technical Director, Wood

e 2012, Technical Director - Safety and Risk, Amec E&1

e 2005, Managing Consultant - Safety and Risk, ESR Technology

e 1997, Principal Consultant - Safety and Risk, AEA Technology

e 1991, Senior Consultant - Safety and Risk, AEA Technology

e 1987, Safety and Risk Consultant, Safety and Reliability Directorate (SRD)
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Emma North WOOd.

Principal Consultant

Summary Professional Summary

. Emma has over 9 years consultancy experience specialising in
Years of Experience Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and environmental appraisal.
9 years Her experience includes the preparation, co-ordination and technical

delivery of EIAs and environmental deliverables to support a wide

Industries range of planning applications. Emma’s experience includes nuclear,
e Airport highway, rail, airport, mixed-use and residential sectors among
o Nuclear others.

Emma is experienced in the day-to-day running of EIA projects
ensuring effective management of and liaison with both internal and
e Infrastructure external multi-disciplinary team members. She has provided
screening and scoping advice in support of planning applications,
written and reviewed Environment Statements and has extensive
e Oil&gas experience of undertaking consultation with a range of stakeholders.
Emma is particularly experienced in planning and undertaking
cumulative environmental effects assessments, having led the
e Environmental Impact assessment for the Manston Airport EIA and a number of smaller EIA
Assessment projects. Emma is proficient in the management and delivery of
environmental work streams to both challenging deadlines and
meeting budget expectations.

e Residential and mixed use

e Transport

Areas of Expertise

e Ecology and habitat
restoration

Having previously worked in the ecology field, Emma also has

extensive experience of undertaking ecological impact assessment

for a number of major projects in the UK.

Qualifications

Education
2009, MEnvSci, Environmental Science, University of Southampton
Registrations / Certifications / Licenses

Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management —
Full member

Experience

EIA Task Lead
ExxonMobil, Fawley Oil Refinery, Hampshire, UK

The Fawley Oil Refinery, located on Southampton Water and operated by Esso Petroleum Company Ltd, is
the largest oil refinery in the UK and one of the most complex in Europe. Wood was commissioned by
ExxonMobil (Esso's parent company) to provide planning and permitting support for a number of
developments at the site. As EIA and planning lead, Emma coordinated the EIA technical work, including
preparing the screening requests, scoping requests and Environmental Statement. Emma was responsible for
ensuring the EIA and planning element of the project was delivered on time and to budget.

EIA Project Manager
Marshall Properties Ltd, Cambridge Airport, Cambridge, UK

Wood were commissioned by Marshall Properties Ltd to provide consultancy services to discharge planning
conditions in connection with an application to construct a ground engine testing facility at Cambridge

January 2019
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Emma North WOOd.

Principal Consultant

Airport. Emma worked closely with the client, designers and contractors, enabling the production of a
Materials Management Plan, Construction Environmental Management Plan and working methodologies to
reduce environmental impacts associated with spoil management. She also reviewed a range of
environmental reports produced by external consultants, coordinated production of public consultation
material and she produced an Environmental Statement Addendum in support of the application to
discharge the planning conditions. Emma was responsible for ensuring the timely delivery of the deliverables
and managed the financial aspects of the project.

EIA Task Lead
RiverOak Operations Ltd, Manston Airport, Kent, UK

Wood were commissioned to produce the Environmental Statement for the Manston Airport project, which
aims to bring the airport back into operation. This development is considered to be a Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Project (NSIP) for which a Development Consent Order (DCO) is required. Emma was
responsible for planning, coordinating and producing the cumulative effects assessment within the
Environmental Statement and the inter-related effects assessments within each technical topic chapter. The
project involved working closely with external and internal parties to identify and shortlist cumulative
developments and to produce proportionate cumulative effects assessments.

Land Access Manager
Heathrow Airport Limited, Heathrow Expansion Programme, UK

The Heathrow Expansion Programme involves the construction and operation of a third runway at Heathrow
Airport. Wood are leading on Land Access for the project and Emma provided early support, reviewing and
improving the protocol for arranging baseline data collection for the EIA. This involved refining land access
request procedures within the Interdisciplinary Design Team, which encompasses consultants from numerous
consultancies in the UK and who require land access to undertake a wide range of surveys. Emma took a lead
in reviewing and improving health and safety processes and procedures and also improved the process for
landowner communications; having particular regard to sensitive landowners whose positive engagement is
crucial to the project.

EIA Project Manager
NuGeneration Ltd, Moorside Project, Cumbria, UK

Emma was an active member of the Amec Foster Wheeler Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) core
project management team for the proposed Moorside Nuclear New Build Project in West Cumbria. The
Moorside Project involves the construction and operation of a new three generator nuclear power station
adjacent to the existing Sellafield nuclear facility. This development is considered to be a Nationally
Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) for which a Development Consent Order (DCO) is required. As an EIA
Project Manager, Emma reviewed and coordinated the baseline reporting and Environmental Statement
workstream to support the DCO application. Emma was responsible for coordinating statutory and non-
statutory consultation exercises and led the production of Statements of Common Ground.

Professional History

e Wood (previously Amec Foster Wheeler) (2015 — Present) Senior and Principal Consultant
e Middlemarch Environmental Ltd (2015 — 2015) Senior Ecologist

e Middlemarch Environmental Ltd (2014 — 2015) Wetland Habitat Consultant

e Jacobs UK (2011 - 2014) Aquatic Ecologist

e Enims Ltd (EnterpriseMouchel) (2009 — 2011) Consultant
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Sally Dixon mBA PhD MRAes

@ 17 Island Wall, Whitstable, Kent, CT5 1EP L 01227 772086 & 07973 523898

<

sally@azimuthassociates.co.uk M  https://uk.linkedin.com/in/sally-dixon-2462041

PROFILE

As a skilled strategist with extensive Board-level capability, Dr Sally Dixon has a wealth of experience,
particularly in airport-related projects. Sally is Reuters trained, MBA and PhD-qualified and adds value to
projects where creating knowledge from scattered information sources and exposing the drivers for business
and economic success are key. Sally has a track record for delivering workable, innovative solutions to the
issues faced by organisations today.

KEY SKILLS

e Strategy development as a collaborative, e Business planning across a wide range of public
innovative process and private sectors

* Stakeholder engagement and management * Business and economic analysis particularly
particularly in situations where managing collating information from scattered sources to
stakeholder considerations are vital to provide organisations with actionable business
success intelligence

* Airport acquisitions, specialising in regional »  Skills and capacity building at strategic and
and ex military airfields operational levels in the UK and Europe

* Institutional analysis to identify the taken-for- ¢ Quantitative and qualitative research using a
granted assumptions and corporate cultures wide range of methodologies

that create barriers to innovation

WORK EXPERIENCE

Aviation Consultant Azimuth Associates 2016 to date
Freelance Consultant focused on airfreight forecasting and the economic impact of airports.

Specialist lecturer Cranfield University 2012 to date
Specialist lecturer on stakeholder involvement in master planning, MSc in Airport Strategic Planning.

Principal Aviation Consultant Ricardo AEA Ltd. 2015
Providing expertise in the economic and social impacts of aviation, airport business and master planning,
and in stakeholder involvement in decision-making. Developing Ricardo’s aviation offering and promoting
aviation services at technical meetings and in academic and trade papers. Sally was instrumental in winning
high value work from the EU and British Government.

Business Consultant and Interim Manager Azimuth Associates 2002-2014
Freelance Consultant with a wide range of private and public sector clients. Many years spent in property
development, lettings, and block management.

Head of Strategic Information Wiggins Group/PlaneStation plc 2000-2001
Responsible for acquisition proposals, strategic development and master planning for a network of regional
airports.

Business Consultant Azimuth Associates 1998-2000

Freelance Consultant with a wide range of private and public sector clients.

Business and Economic Analyst Kent Training & Enterprise Council 1996-1998
Delivering a large portfolio of projects to support business and economic activity in the County.

Interim Manager Various - Spain 1991-1995
Working for a range of organisations including start-ups in travel, tourism, and import and distribution.

Senior Planning Analyst Reuters plc 1981-1990
Responsible for forecasting Reuters' global equipment requirements for external installations.

EDUCATION AND TRAINING

PhD Cranfield University, United Kingdom 2007-2014
Jointly supervised through School of Engineering, Department of Air Transport and School of Management
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Sally Dixon mBA PhD MRAes

. Investigated how airport managers take account of stakeholder opinion in their master planning

*  As part of the agency-structure debate, developed a model Integrating the stakeholder framework within
institutional theory

* Added to the body of work with a critical realist perspective

MBA University of Kent, United Kingdom 1996-1999
Distinction for dissertation on the effect of e-commerce on the manufacturing sector

PROFESSIONAL TRAINING

* Research Methodology Course (2007-8) Cranfield University School of Management

*  MBA from Kent Business School (1996-1999) with distinction for dissertation on the impact of e-
business on the manufacturing sector

*  Kent Partners Skills Programme (developing and managing strategic partnerships)

* Reuters Management Training (Residential course)

*  Reuters Report Writing Skills

*  Coverdale Project Management

PERSONAL SKILLS

Mother tongue English
Other languages Spanish (near fluent) French (basic)

PUBLICATIONS

Dixon, S., 2014, 'Managing the Master Planning Process: How do airport managers incorporate stakeholder
contribution in their final master plans?' PhD thesis, Cranfield University.

PROJECTS

Development Consent Order (DCO) for Manston Airport in Kent

Part of a team working on the first DCO application for a nationally significant airport project to be accepted
for examination by the Planning Inspectorate (PINS). Production of a four-part report, The Azimuth Report,
submitted to PINS as part of the 11,000 page, 63-document proposal. Responding to queries from PINS and
preparing to provide further detail during examination.

Air traffic forecasting for Manston Airport in Kent

Providing air freight and passenger traffic forecasting consultancy to RiverOak Strategic Partners (RSP).
Defining an airfreight forecasting methodology and undertaking interviews with key market players including
government departments, cargo airlines and users, integrators and forwarders.

Building the case for Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) status

On behalf of RSP, providing justification that Manston Airport is an NSIP, including analysing the UK’s
current airport capacity and reviewing shortfall, particularly for dedicated freighters. Engaging with key
stakeholders including government departments, MPs, local authorities.

Job creation and economic impact forecasting for Manston Airport

Forecasting direct, indirect, induced and catalytic jobs for the operation of a freight hub at Manston Airport.
Stakeholder consultation for Manston Airport

Providing professional services to three stakeholder consultations for RSP. Consultations included drop-in
events and presentations to local people, Kent County Council, Thanet District Council, MPs, special interest
groups and local business representatives.

Professional witness

Part of a small successful team that gave evidence to the Planning Inspectorate with regard to an appeal
against the rejection of an application for change of use from aviation only to general commercial.
Passenger forecasting methodology for Gibraltar Airport

Providing a forecasting methodology to the Government of Gibraltar in response to their aim to increase use
of the new Gibraltar Airport.

Development of a network of airports, PlaneStation plc

Supporting the strategic intention of the organisation to develop a network of regional airports. Preparing
Acquisition Proposals for airports in Europe, and North and South America. Close liaison with Economic
Development Agencies and other key internal and external stakeholders. Economic analysis of regions
where the company was active. Assisting with traffic forecasting. Preparation and presentation of Board
papers. Managing research projects covering a wide range of aviation, economic development, regional and
property development-related subjects.

Page 2 of 3

Appendix G.1.10



Sally Dixon mBA PhD MRAes

Business planning, PlaneStation plc

Researching and writing Business Plans for all seven airports in the PlaneStation network. These included
Manston Airport, Black Forest Airport Germany, Baltic Airport Germany, Odense Airport Denmark, Plzen
Airport Czech Republic, Cuneo Airport Italy, and Smyrna County Airport US.

Master planning, PlaneStation plc

Close liaison with internal and external stakeholders. Working with colleagues to produce the Master Plan for
Manston Airport. Responsibility for the strategy for e-business for PlaneStation airports. Setting and writing
the marketing strategy for PlaneStation airports and supporting marketing activities.

SciPark project, PlaneStation pic

Key role in the SciPark project, a technology park to be located in Newquay, Cornwall. The project was
intended to develop airport security and other systems using new technologies, particularly face recognition
technologies. Development of the business proposal and strategy for SciPark as well as responsibility for
establishing a partnership with HE/FE in Cornwall.

BSc in Business Studies with Airport Operations, Christ Church University

Working with the Head of Campus to develop a BSc in Business Studies with Airport Operations. Enrolling
students for three consecutive years for bursaries provided by PlaneStation plc. Providing specialist lectures
on airport strategy.

Projektkontor2 (Germany), Thanet District Council
On behalf of six regional airports from the UK, Germany, Greece and Poland and with the aid of Interreg IlIC
funding, developed a design concept for a European Airport Training Academy.

MAVRIC, East Kent Partnership

As part of efforts to reduce unemployment and bring sustainable jobs and increased economic prosperity to
East Kent, developed a concept for a marine and aviation support framework (MAVRIC). Worked in
partnership with all local, regional and national stakeholders including SEEDA, local businesses and
academic institutions to deliver on time and on budget including a well-attended presentation to key
stakeholders at the conference facilities at Canterbury Cathedral.

Strategy for e-business, Pfizer Ltd

Pfizer required a strategy for e-business in the UK. Undertook extensive research with Pfizer departments
and external sources in the UK, Europe and US. Used scenario planning to make recommendations at
Board level, providing a final report and series of well-received presentations.

Master’s degree module, University of Kent
Research for and production of the supply chain management module for a Master’s degree in e-business
delivered by Kent Business School.

Master’s degree in e-business, Bridge Wardens’ College, University of Kent

Advising on the content and development of a Master's degree in e-business for the University of Kent at
Chatham Historic Dockyard. Project involved extensive market research with businesses in the region
including Caterham Cars.

Pfizer Pharmaceuticals Group, Strategic Development Department

Provision of consultancy to support the business case and strategic plan for a specific geographic region.
Use of economic and institutional analysis. Preparation a report setting out the challenges to doing business
in this particular environment with reference to past drug launch profiles. The work supported the production
of a strategic plan for the region as well as providing substantiating evidence for the establishment of a sub-
regional office.

Centre for Enterprise and Development, Canterbury Christ Church University College

Provision of consultancy and project management services for several ESF funded e-business and e-
learning projects. Included re-design and update of project websites and management of communication
strategies with all project stakeholders.

Interim management, Learning and Skills Council Kent & Medway
Interim manager (3-month contract extended to 7-months) bringing together two teams — Management
Information and Analysis with the Research team — to form a new Information & Intelligence team.

Ofsted Inspection, Learning and Skills Council Kent & Medway
Managed the preparation of the self-evaluation report for the Ofsted Medway Area Inspection project.
Liaising with key partners in the area to pull together all information to support a successful outcome.

EU project management training, Surrey Institute of Art
Providing training for all managers involved in bidding for and managing EU funded projects at the university.

MEMBERSHIPS AND VOLUNTARY WORK

Member of the Royal Aeronautical Society
LEA appointed governor, St Alphege Infant School and Sunbeams Nursery (since 2011)
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Manston Airport:
Examples of similar airport developments where PSDH
has been used to inform the approach to assessment

1. Response to ExA’s question AQ.1.8

This technical note has been produced in response to Question AQ.1.8 of the First Written
Questions issued by the Examining Authority (ExA) on the 18 January 2019.

The ExA requests that the applicant point to other similar airport developments where the Project for the
Sustainable Development of Heathrow (PSDH) has been used to inform the approach to assessment. Six
examples have been identified. Supporting evidence is available in documents produced for the respective
assessments. Most of these are available on the web, but one which is currently less easily available has been
attached to this document as an example. The six examples are:

e Heathrow's submission to the Airports Commission for third and fourth runways
(https://your.heathrow.com/takingbritainfurther/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/02-Heathrow-
3RNW-Air-Quality-Assessment.pdf);

e Gatwick's submission to the Airports Commission for a second runway
(https://www.gatwickairport.com/globalassets/publicationfiles/business and community/all pu
blic publications/second runway/airports commission/gatwick appendix a9 air quality.pdf);

e The Airports Commission's assessment of the three schemes it shortlisted
(https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/airports-commission-air-quality-assessment);

e Farnborough Airport's application for an increase from 28,000 to 50,000 movements per annum
(http://publicaccess.rushmoor.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=KKYXA5NM07WQ00);

e London City Airport's Development Programme — see attached document; and

e Bristol Airport's application for expansion to 12 million passengers per annum
(https://planning.n-somerset.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=PJML85LPMKIO0&activeTab=summary).

The ExA also requests any further documentation for PSDH. The original documents produced by the PSDH
are no longer available online. For the reports of the expert panels, which have been reformatted but contain
the original content, see attached document.

As an alternative, a very detailed description of the implementation of the PSDH recommendations in an air
quality assessment is given in the technical reports for Heathrow's 2008/9 emissions inventory and dispersion
modelling study; see attached documents.
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2. London City Airport’'s Development
Programme: Air quality assessment for the
Updated Environmental Statement.
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9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

9.5

9.6

Air Quality
Introduction

This chapter of the Updated Environmental Statement (UES) describes the likely significant effects of the
proposed CADP (CADP1 and CADP2) with respect to local air quality, during both the construction and
operational phases. The study has been carried out by Air Quality Consultants Ltd (AQC) on behalf of the
Airport. This Chapter provides an update to the previous version presented in the Consolidated Environmental
Statement (CES) submitted in November 2014, and takes account of the availability of baseline data for 2014
and the revised forecasts.

A detailed description of the proposed CADP is provided in Chapter 2: Site Context and Scheme Description,
of this UES. In terms of this air quality assessment, the most pertinent features of the proposals are:

a) The construction of seven new aircraft stands, parallel taxiway, and associated infrastructure to the east
of the existing terminal building, with associated dust and pollutant emissions during the construction
works, and changes in the spatial distribution of pollutant emissions during operation;

b) Increased passenger numbers and associated changes to surface access (road traffic movements);

c) Changes in aircraft emissions during operation due to predicted changes in fleet mix and the introduction
of a new type of aircraft; and

d) The construction of new passenger facilities, hotel, surface-level and decked car parking facilities and a
taxi feeder park.

The Airport lies outside of, but adjacent to, an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) which has been
designated by the London Borough of Newham (LBN) for exceedences of the annual mean objective for
nitrogen dioxide and the daily mean objective for PMyo (see Figure 9.1). Developments within or close to
AQMA'’s require particular attention to be paid to any potential air quality effects. The extent to which the
proposed CADP could affect measures within the local authority’s Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) also needs
to be considered.

The assessment focuses on two pollutants with respect to potential human health effects, namely nitrogen
dioxide (NO2) and fine particles (PM1o and PMs), as these pollutants are of greatest concern within LBN.
Consideration is also given to the potential for odour nuisance.

There are unlikely to be any significant effects arising from emissions of benzene, 1,3-butadiene, carbon
monoxide, lead or sulphur dioxide. It is widely acknowledged that problems with these pollutants are only likely
to occur in the vicinity of specific industrial processes, and exceedences of the health-based standards do not
occur even in the vicinity of major airports such as Heathrow @ They have therefore been scoped out of the

assessment.

This assessment takes into account all relevant local and national guidance and regulations, and takes into
account comments received from LBN through the formal EIA Scoping process.

Department for Transport (2006). Project for the Sustainable Development of Heathrow. Final Report.

CADP — Updated Environmental Statement (September 2015)

Appendix AQ.1.8



Figure 9.1 — LB Newham AQMA Boundary.

Crown Copyright © 2013. All rights reserved. Licence number 1000020449

o N |
_x“ ;1-1\ |
i '
4t
. N il
£ ;
-
i Legend
) {000 C moam | B tewham ACGMA
I ———] £ Landan City Zirport Boundary |

Legislative Context and National Planning Policy

European Legislation

9.7 Directive 2008/50/EC @ Ambient Air Quality and Cleaner Air for Europe, entered into force on 11 June 2008,
with Member States required to incorporate the provisions into national legislation before 11 June 2010. The
principal aim of the Directive is to protect human health and the environment by avoiding, reducing or
preventing harmful concentrations of air pollutants, by the establishment of limit and target values; by the
assessment of air quality in a uniform manner; by making air quality information available to the public; and by
setting out plans and programmes to maintain or improve ambient air quality conditions.

2 European Union (2008). Ambient Air Quality and Cleaner Air for Europe (2008/50/EC).

CADP — Updated Environmental Statement (September 2015)
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National Regulations

Air Quality Strategy

9.8 The 2007 Air Quality Strategy @ provides the policy framework for air quality management and assessment in
the UK. It provides air quality standards and objectives for key air pollutants, which are designed to protect
human health and the environment. It also sets out how the different sectors, industry, transport and local
government, can contribute to achieving the air quality objectives. Local authorities are seen to play a
particularly important role. The Strategy describes the Local Air Quality Management (LAQM) regime that has
been established, whereby every authority has to carry out regular Reviews and Assessments of air quality in
its area to identify whether the objectives have been, or will be, achieved at relevant locations, by the
applicable date. If this is not the case, the authority must declare an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA),
and prepare an action plan that identifies appropriate measures that will be introduced in pursuit of the
objectives.

9.9 The objectives defined in the Strategy are linked to the air quality Limit Values set at a European level in the
Ambient Air Quality Directive.

Aviation Policy Framework (2013)

9.10 The Aviation Policy Framework ® sets out the Government's high level strategy and overall objectives for

aviation, and replaces the 2003 Air Transport White Paper ®

. With regards to air quality, the policy is to seek
improved international standards to reduce emissions from aircraft and vehicles, and to work with airports and
local authorities to improve air quality, including encouraging transport operators to introduce less polluting
vehicles. The Framework places a particular importance on areas where the EU limit values and air quality
objectives are exceeded, but recognises that nitrogen oxides (NOx) concentrations from aviation-related
activities reduce rapidly beyond the immediate area of the runway, and places emphasis on reducing
emissions associated with surface access. In particular, the preparation of Airport Surface Access Strategies
(ASASS) is strongly encouraged, together with the development of targets to reduce the air quality impacts of

surface access.

National Planning Policy

9.11 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) ® introduced in March 2012 sets out planning policy for the
UK in one document. It replaces the majority of previous Planning Policy Statements, including PPS23 on
Planning and Pollution Control. The NPPF contains advice on when air quality should be a material
consideration in development control decisions. Existing, and likely future, air quality should be taken into
account, as well as the EU limit values and national objectives, the presence of any AQMAs, and the
appropriateness of both the development for the site, and the site for the development.

Defra (2007). The Air Quality Strategy for England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland, July 2007.
The Stationery Office (2013). Aviation Policy Framework

DfT (2003) The Future of Air Transport

CLG (2012) National Planning Policy Framework

ouhw
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9.12 The NPPF places a general presumption in favour of sustainable development, stressing the importance of
local development plans, and states that the planning system should perform an environmental role to
minimise pollution. One of the twelve core planning principles notes that planning should “contribute
to...reducing pollution”.

9.13 To prevent unacceptable risks from air pollution, planning decisions should ensure that new development is
appropriate for its location. The NPPF states that the effects of pollution on health and the sensitivity of the
area and the development should be taken into account.

9.14 The need for compliance with any statutory air quality limit values and objectives is stressed, and the presence
of AQMAs must be accounted for in terms of the cumulative impacts on air quality from individual sites in local
areas. New developments in AQMAs should be consistent with local air quality action plans.

The NPPF is supported by National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) @) which includes guiding principles
on how planning can take account of the impacts of new development on air quality. The NPPG states that
“Defra carries out an annual national compliance assessment of air quality using modelling and monitoring to
determine compliance with the EU Limit Values” and “It is important that the potential impact of new
development on air quality is taken into account....where the national assessment indicates that relevant limits
have been exceeded or are near the limit”. The role of local authorities is covered by the LAQM regime, and
NPPG states that local authority Air Quality Action Plans “identify measures that will be introduced in pursuit of
the objectives”. In addition, the NPPG makes clear that “odour and dust can also be a planning concern, for
example, because of the effect on local amenity”.

9.15 NPPG states that “whether or not air quality is relevant to a planning decision will depend on the proposed
development and its location. Concerns could arise if the development is likely to generate an air quality
impact in an area where air quality is known to be poor. They could also arise where the development is likely
to adversely impact upon the implementation of air quality strategies and action plans and/or lead to a breach

of EU legislation”.

National Networks National Policy Statement

9.16 The National Networks National Policy Statement (NN NPS) ® sets out Government's policies on the
development of nationally significant infrastructure projects on the national road and rail networks in England.
CADP is neither a nationally significant infrastructure project, nor a road or rail project, but the provisions of
the NN NPS are considered to be helpful in assessing the significance of air quality impacts as part of the

decision-making process. Where relevant, the NN NPS states:

“The Secretary of State must give air quality considerations substantial weight where, after taking into account
mitigation, a project would lead to a significant air quality impact in relation to EIA and/or where they lead to a

deterioration in air quality in a zone/agglomeration”; and

7 DCLG (2014) Planning Practice Guidance.
8 DfT (2014) National Policy Statement for National Networks
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“The Secretary of State should refuse consent where, after taking into account mitigation, the air quality
impacts of a scheme will:

Result in a zone/agglomeration which is currently reported as being compliant with the Air Quality
Directive becoming non-compliant; or

Affect the ability of a non-compliant area to achieve compliance within the most recent timescales
reported to the European Commission at the time of the decision”.

Airports Commission

9.17 The Government established the Airports Commission in 2012 to propose measures to maintain the UK’s
status as a global hub for aviation. The focus was on delivering new capacity by 2030 and the Final report
issued in July 2015 examined three options for new capacity: two separate runway options at Heathrow and
one at Gatwick. A detailed Air Quality report © was produced that supported the analysis of the three options.
This focussed on nitrogen dioxide, with some attention also given to particulate matter (PM1o and PMy5). For
nitrogen dioxide a clear distinction was made between an assessment against the objectives and the limit
values, following the methodology set out in the NN NPS (see above).

Regional Planning Policy and Guidance

The London Plan (2015)

9.18 The London Plan 2015 “? consolidates the London Plan 2011 with the Revised Early Minor Alterations to the
London Plan (2013) and the Further Alterations to the London Plan (2015). It sets out the spatial development
strategy for London and brings together all relevant strategies, including those relating to air quality.

9.19 Policy 7.14, ‘Improving Air Quality’, addresses the spatial implications of the Mayor's Air Quality Strategy
(described below) and how development and land use can help achieve its objectives. It recognises that
Boroughs should have policies in place to reduce pollutant concentrations, having regard for the Mayor’s Air
Quality Strategy. With respect to planning decisions, it states that:

“Development proposals should:

a) minimise increased exposure to existing poor air quality and make provision to address local
problems of air quality (particularly within AQMAs or where development is likely to be used by
large numbers of those particularly vulnerable to poor air quality, such as children or older people)
such as by design solutions, buffer zones or steps to promote greater use of sustainable transport
modes through travel plans (see Policy 6.3);

o Jacobs (2015 Module 6: Air Qualtiy Local Assessment, Available at:

www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/426241/air-quality-local-assessment-report. pdf
10 GLA (2015) The London Plan: The Spatial Development Strategy for London Consolidated with Alterations Since 2011.
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b) promote sustainable design and construction to reduce emissions from the demolition and
construction of buildings following the best practice guidance in the GLA and London Councils “The

control, of dust and emissions form construction and demolition”;

c) be at least “air quality neutral” and not lead to further deterioration of existing poor air quality

(such as areas designated as Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAS);

d) ensure that where provision needs to made to reduce emissions from a development, these
usually are made on site. Where it can be demonstrated that on-site provision is impractical or
inappropriate, and that it is possible to put in place measures having clearly demonstrated
equivalent air quality benefits, planning obligations or planning conditions should be used as
appropriate to ensure this, whether on a scheme by scheme basis or through joint area-based

approaches;

e) where the development requires a detailed air quality assessment and biomass boilers are
included, the assessment should forecast pollutant concentrations. Permission should only be

granted if no adverse air quality impacts from the biomass boiler are identified.”

Supplementary Planning Guidance on Sustainable Design and Construction (2014)

9.20 The GLA's revised SPG on Sustainable Design and Construction (11) provides guidance on when an air quality
assessment will be needed to support a planning application, and what the assessment should address. It also
sets new emissions standards for gas boilers, biomass plant and Combined Heat and Power (CHP) plant and
provides guidance on the implementation of the “air quality neutral” policy as defined in the 2011 London Plan.

Supplementary Planning Guidance on the Control of Dust and Emissions from Construction and
Demolition (2014)

9.21 The GLA has also published a SPG on the Control of Dust and Emissions from Construction and Demolition
(12). The SPG outlines a risk-based approach for construction dust assessment and helps to determine the
mitigation measures that will be required, and essentially follows the approach recommended by the Institute
of Air Quality Management (IAQM) which is referred to in this Chapter.

The Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy (2010)

9.22 The revised Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy (MAQS) was published in December 2010 3 The overarching aim

of the Strategy is to reduce pollution concentrations in London to achieve compliance with the EU limit values

11 GLA (2014) Supplementary Planning Guidance on Sustainable Design and Construction.
12 GLA (2014) Supplementary Planning Guidance on The Control of Dust and Emissions from Construction and Demolition.
13 GLA (2010). The Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy. [Online] Available at: http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/environment/air_quality
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as soon as possible. The Strategy commits to the continuation of measures identified in the 2002 MAQS and
sets out a series of additional measures, including:

Policy 1: Encouraging smarter choices and sustainable travel;

. Measures to reduce emissions from idling vehicles focusing on buses, taxis, coaches, taxis, PHVs and
delivery vehicles;

. Using spatial planning powers to support a shift to public transport; and
. Supporting car free developments.

Policy 2: Promoting technological change and cleaner vehicles:

. Supporting the uptake of cleaner vehicles.

Policy 4: Reducing emissions from public transport:

. Introducing age limits for taxis and PHVs.

Policy 5: Schemes that control emissions to air:

. Implementing Phases 3 and 4 of the LEZ from January 2012

. Introducing a NOx emissions standard (Euro IV) into the Low Emission Zone (LEZ) for HGVs, buses and
coaches, from 2015.

Policy 7: Using the planning process to improve air quality:

. Minimising increased exposure to poor air quality, particularly within AQMAs or where a development is
likely to be used by a large number of people who are particularly vulnerable to air quality;

. Ensuring air quality benefits are realised through planning conditions and section 106 agreements and
Community Infrastructure Levy.

Policy 8: Creating opportunities between low to zero carbon energy supply for London and air quality impacts:
. Applying emissions limits for biomass boilers across London;

. Requiring an emissions assessment to be included at the planning application stage.
Low Emission Zone (LEZ) (2008)

9.23 A Low Emission Zone (LEZ) for London was introduced under the Strategy on 4" February 2008. All roads
within Greater London, excluding those parts of the M25 located within the Greater London boundary, are
included within the LEZ. This entails charges for vehicles entering Greater London not meeting certain
emissions criteria, and affects older, diesel-engine lorries, buses, coaches, large vans, minibuses and other

specialist vehicles derived from lorries and vans.

9.24 The timescale for implementation of the LEZ was 2008 for diesel heavy goods vehicles (HGVs), coaches and
buses; and 2010 for the heaviest, most polluting large vans and minibuses (a standard of Euro Ill). From
January 2012, a standard of Euro IV was implemented for lorries over 12 tonnes, buses and coaches, with
larger vans and minibuses also brought into the scheme. Cars and lighter goods vehicles (LGVs) are
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excluded. A NOx emissions standard (Euro 1V) has been included into the LEZ for TfL operated buses from
2015.

Local Policies and Plans

9.25 The Newham Core Strategy was adopted in January 2012 @9 This forms part of the Local Development
Framework (LDF) that will replace the Unitary Development Plan. Policy EQ46 of the UDP which had
previously been saved, and which related to air quality, has now been superseded by the Core Strategy.

9.26 Core Strategy, Policy SP2: Healthy Neighbourhoods states that:

“The Council supports health care partners’ efforts to promote healthy lifestyles and reduce health inequalities
and recognises the role of planning in doing so through the creation of healthy neighbourhoods and places. To
this end, development proposals which respond to the following contributors to health and well-being will be
supported:

The need to improve Newham's air quality, reduce exposure to airborne pollutants and secure the
implementation of the Air Quality Action Plan having regard to national and international obligations.”

Air Quality Action Plans

9.27 Following the declaration of the Air Quality Management Area in the London Borough of Newham, a

(15)

consultation Air Quality Action Plan was published in 2003. A number of measures relate specifically to the

Airport’s operations — a summary of these and the progress made to date is summarised in Table 9.1 below.

Table 9.1 - Summary of Progress on Airport-Related Measures in LBN Action Plan

Measure Progress

The Airport to carry out a detailed
study of the impact of the airport on
local air quality conditions.

As part of the 2007 planning application (07/01510/VAR) for
expansion of operations to 120,000 ‘noise factored’
movements per annum, a detailed air quality assessment was
undertaken by the Airport to quantify the impact of Airport
operations. Subsequent detailed assessments have been
undertaken to support the CADP proposal (including this UES
Chapter)

Green Transport Plan to be regularly
updated

The Airport's Travel Plan 2011 has been updated in 2015
through an interim Travel Action Plan for both staff and
passengers. This has been discussed and agreed through the
Airport Transport Forum. Detailed Travel Plans will be
prepared to consider passenger and staff travel in conjunction
with CADP and the new Surface Access Strategy.

LBN to liaise with the Airport for the
Vehicle Inspectorate to carry out
random emission checks of queuing
taxis at the Airport.

The Airport has indicated its willingness to support emissions
testing. LBN is still in discussions with the Vehicle
Inspectorate.

The Airport to meet its commitments
under the s106 agreements to carry
out a programme of air quality
monitoring.

The Airport carries out an extensive Air Quality Monitoring
Programme that goes above and beyond the previous and
existing legal obligations.

14 LB Newham (2012). Planning Newham — The Core Strategy. Adopted January 2012 (Interim Version)(2).
15 LB Newham (2003). Consultation Report Air Quality Action Plan.
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Measure Progress

LBN and the Airport to continue to The Airport continues to lobby for appropriate facilities to be
lobby for a Crossrail proposal that provided at Custom House station to accommodate a shuttle
includes access to the Airport. bus service to the Airport.

9.28 In June 2012, the Airport published its Air Quality Action Plan that sets out a range of measures to minimise

pollutant emissions over the next three years 8 The Action Plan has been approved by LBN, and the Airport
is required to report on progress each year. The Action Plan focuses on measures to reduce emissions of NOx
from Airport-related sources, including:

a) Aircraft operations;
b) Ground Support Equipment (e.g. Mobile Ground Power Units);
C) Airside vehicles; and

d) Black cabs (taxis).

9.29 The Airport’s 2012-2015 AQAP is now in its final year, and a new version of the Action Plan, covering the
period 2016 to 2018 has been developed and submitted to LBN for initial comments. The final updated Action
Plan for this period will be submitted to LBN for approval before the end of 2015. At this stage, it is intended
that the existing measures will be consolidated but, in general terms, all relevant measures will be retained.

Summary of Regulations and Policies Relating to Air Quality

9.30 The key message arising from national, regional and local regulations and policies is that considerable care
needs to be taken with developments that have potential to materially affect air pollution at locations that are
within, or close to, Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAS). It is necessary to ensure that new developments
do not cause existing poor air quality conditions to deteriorate further. It is also important to ensure that new
development does not conflict with or hinder any measures that are introduced to improve local air quality
conditions.

Assessment Criteria

Health Criteria

9.31 The Government has established a set of air quality standards and objectives to protect human health. The
‘standards’ are set as concentrations below which effects are unlikely even in sensitive population groups, or
below which risks to public health would be exceedingly small. They are based purely upon the scientific and
medical evidence of the effects of an individual pollutant. The ‘objectives’ set out the extent to which the
Government expects the standards to be achieved by a certain date. They take account of economic

16 London City Airport (2012). Air Quality Action Plan 2012-2015. [Online], Available:
http://www.londoncityairport.com/AboutAndCorporate/page/AirQuality

CADP — Updated Environmental Statement (September 2015)

Appendix AQ.1.8



efficiency, practicability, technical feasibility and timescale. The objectives for use by local authorities are

0 17) 2 (18).

prescribed within the Air Quality Regulations 200 and Amending Regulations 200

9.32 Local Air Quality Management Technical Guidance LAQM.TG(09) (19) provides evidence that the 1-hour
nitrogen dioxide objective is unlikely to be exceeded where the annual mean concentration is below 60 rrg/m3.
Therefore, 1-hour mean nitrogen dioxide concentrations need normally only be considered if the annual mean
concentration is above this level.

9.33 More recently, health criteria have been introduced for PM; 5. The 2007 Air Quality Strategy sets out both an
exposure-reduction approach and a “backstop” annual mean objective for PM25. The former is an objective
focused on reducing average exposures across the most heavily populated areas of the country, and is not
directly applicable to individual schemes. It is supported by the “backstop objective” or concentration cap to
ensure a minimum environmental standard.

9.34 The objectives apply at locations where members of the public are likely to be regularly present and are likely
to be exposed over the averaging period of the objective. Defra explains where these objectives will apply in
its Local Air Quality Management Technical Guidance. The annual mean objectives for nitrogen dioxide and
PMio are considered to apply at the facades of residential properties, schools, hospitals etc.; they do not apply
at hotels. The 24-hour objective for PMyg is considered to apply at the same locations as the annual mean
objective, as well as in gardens of residential properties and at hotels. The 1-hour mean objective for nitrogen
dioxide applies wherever members of the public might regularly spend 1-hour or more, including outdoor
eating locations and pavements of busy shopping streets.

9.35 The European Union has also set limit values for nitrogen dioxide, PM1o and PMzs which are defined in the
Ambient Air Quality Directive. These limit values have been incorporated into UK legislation via the Air Quality
Standards Regulations 2010 @9 Achievement of these values is a national obligation rather than a local one.
In the UK, only monitoring and modelling carried out by the UK Government meets the specification required
to assess compliance with the limit values. Defra does not recognise local authority monitoring or modelling
studies in determining whether the limit values are exceeded, and in reporting compliance to the European
Commission. The limit values for nitrogen dioxide are the same levels as the UK objectives, and were to be
achieved by 2010. The limit values for PM1q are also the same level as the UK statutory objectives, and were
to be achieved by 2005. The Directive also includes a national exposure reduction target, a target value and a
limit value for PMzs.

9.36 The relevant objectives and limit values for this assessment, as defined within the Regulations, are provided in
Table 9.2.

17 The Stationery Office (2000). Air Quality Regulations, 2000, Statutory Instrument 928.

18 The Stationery Office (2002). Air Quality (England) (Amendment) Regulations, 2002, Statutory Instrument 3043.
19 Defra (2009). Local Air Quality Management, Technical Guidance TG(09).

20 The Stationery Office (2010). Air Quality Standards Regulations (No. 1001)
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Table 9.2 - Air Quality Objectives and European Directive Limit Values

Pollutant Concentration Obligation To Be Achieved By
Measured As

Air Quality Objectives

Nitrogen dioxide Annual mean 40 pg/m® 31 December 2005
1 hour mean 200 pg/m® 31 December 2005
PMio Annual mean 40 pg/m® 31 December 2004
1 hour mean 200 pg/m® 31 December 2004
PMzs Annual mean 25 pg/m® 2020
3 year running 15% reduction in concentrations Between 2010 and
annual mean measured at urban background 2020
sites
European Directive Limit and Target Values
Nitrogen dioxide Annual mean 40 pg/m® 01 January 2010
1 hour mean 200 pg/m® 01 January 2010
PMso Annual mean 40 pg/m® 01 January 2005
1 hour mean 200 pg/m® 01 January 2005
PMzs Annual mean Target value of 25 pg/m® 2010
Annual mean Limit value of 25 pg/m® 2015
Stage 2 indicative Limit value of
Annual mean 20 Sg/ms 2020
3 year Average Exposure reductiop target relative
to the AEI depending on the 2010
Exposure ; 2020
Indicator (AEI) value of the 3 year AEI (rar_lglng
from a 0% to a 20% reduction)
E)}({;:élﬁ\;/erage Efxrz)gs;é/emcsoncentration obligation 2015
Indicator (AEI)

Construction Dust Criteria

9.37 There are no formal assessment criteria for dust arising from construction activities. In the absence of formal
criteria, the approach developed by the Institute of Air Quality Management 1) (IAQM) has been used @2 on
which the assessment methodology outlined in the 2014 GLA Supplementary Planning Guidance?®® is based.
This approach divides the activities on construction sites into four types to reflect their different potential

t @4

impacts (i.e. demolition, earthworks, construction and trackou and then takes a phased approach to the

assessment:

a) STEP 1: Screen the need for a detailed assessment.
b) STEP 2: Assess the risk of dust effects occurring.

C) STEP 3: Identify the need for site specific mitigation.

d) STEP 4: Define effects and their significance.

21 The Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) is the professional body for air quality practitioners in the UK.

22 Institute of Air Quality Management (2014) Guidance on the assessment of dust from demolition and construction

= The Control of Dust and Emissions During Construction and Demolition Supplementary Planning Guidance (Greater London
Authority, 2014)

24 This refers to dust that is transported outside of the site by way of vehicles on the local road network.
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9.38 The IAQM does not provide a method for assessing the significance of effects before mitigation, and advises
that pre-mitigation significance should not be determined.

9.39 Full details of this approach are provided in Appendix 9.1 to this UES.

Descriptors for Air Quality Impacts and Assessment of Significance of Operational Heath-Based
Effects

9.40 There is no official guidance in the UK on how to describe the nature of air quality impacts, nor how to assess
their significance. The approach developed jointly by Environmental Protection UK (EPUK) and the Institute of
Air Quality Management (IAQM) 2 has therefore been used. This includes defining descriptors of the impacts
at individual receptors which take account of the percentage change in concentrations relative to the air quality
objective, rounded to the nearest whole number, and the absolute concentration relative to the objective. The
overall significance of the air quality impacts is determined using professional judgement taking into account
the impact descriptors. In this regard it is important to recognise the difference between the terms “impacts”
and “effects”; the term impact is used to describe a change in pollutant concentration at a specific location,
whereas the term effect is used to describe an environmental response resulting from an impact, or series of
impacts.

9.41 The impact descriptors express the magnitude of incremental change as a proportion of the relevant
assessment level, and then examining this change in the context of the new, total concentration, and its
relationship to the assessment criterion. Table 9.3 sets out the method for determining the impact descriptor
for annual mean concentrations at individual receptors, and has been adapted from the table in the guidance
document. The Air Quality Assessment Level (AQAL) refers to the annual mean objectives. Impacts may be

adverse or beneficial, depending on whether the change in concentration is positive or negative.

Table 9.3 - Air Quality Impact Descriptors for Individual Receptors®

Long -Term Average Change in concentration relative to
Concentration at Receptor

in Assessment Year " 1% 2-5% ‘ 6-10% ‘ >10%
75% or less of AQAL Negligible Negligible Negligible Slight Moderate
76-94% of AQAL Negligible Negligible Slight Moderate Moderate
95-102% of AQAL Negligible Slight Moderate Moderate | Substantial
103-109% of AQAL Negligible Moderate Moderate | Substantial | Substantial
110% or more of AQAL Negligible Moderate | Substantial | Substantial | Substantial

a
b

Values are rounded to the nearest whole number

This is the “without scheme” concentration where there is a decrease in concentration, and the “with scheme”
concentration where there is an increase

AQAL = Air Quality Assessment Level (e.g. the air quality objective).

25 Moorcroft and Barrowcliffe et al (2015). Land-use Planning and Development Control: Planning for Air Quality. Institute of Air
Quality Management, London.
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9.42 The potential significance of effects is based on the frequency, duration and magnitude of the predicted
impacts and their relationship to the relevant air quality objectives, taking into account the following factors:

a) the existing and future air quality in the absence of the development;
b) the extent of current and future population exposure to the impacts;
c) theinfluence and validity of any assumptions adopted when undertaking the prediction of impacts;

d) the potential for cumulative impacts to occur. Several impacts that are described as “slight” individually
could, taken together, be regarded as having a significant effect. Conversely, “moderate” or “substantial”
impacts may be regarded as having no significant effect if confined to a very small area and where they
are not obviously the cause of harm; and

e) the judgement of significance relates to the consequences of the impacts. Will they have an effect on
human health that could be considered as significant? In the majority of cases the impacts from an
individual development will be insufficiently large to result in measurable changes in concentrations in
health outcomes that could be regarded as significant by health care professionals.

9.43 The guidance notes that the judgement of significance should be made by a competent professional who is
suitably qualified. A summary of the professional experience of staff contributing to this assessment is
provided in Appendix 9.2 of this UES.

9.44 Guidance on how a local authority might determine whether an application is significant in terms of air quality
was issued by the London Councils in 2007 @8), Although the London Councils guidance precedes that issued
by IAQM/EPUK by a number of years, LBN specifically requested within its Scoping Opinion that reference be
made to it (see Appendix 3.2 of this UES). The guidance notes that it is important that an air quality
assessment evaluates modelled air quality in terms of “changes in pollution concentrations” where there is
relevant public exposure.

9.45 The guidance is founded on the use of a flowchart which is intended to determine the significance of a
development, based on the professional judgement of a local authority officer. Reference is also made to Air
Pollution Exposure Criteria (APEC) with regard to the determination of significance and the level of mitigation
required; however, there is no clear link between the flowchart and the APEC table. In addition the APEC
values are predicated on the assumption that a downward trend in pollutant concentrations has been
established. As discussed later within this Chapter, there is no strong evidence to support a downward trend in
pollutant concentrations at some locations. A summary of the London Councils’ guidance is provided in
Appendix 9.3.

26 London Councils (2007). Air Quality and Planning Guidance.
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Health Effects and Air Pollution

9.46 The health effects associated with increased exposure to particulate matter are well-recognised, and there is
no safe threshold below which it can be assumed that there would be no adverse effect. The greatest impact
is believed to be associated with long-term exposure to PMs which increases the age-specific mortality risk,
particularly for cardiovascular diseases. In 2010, the Committee on the Medical Aspects of Air Pollution

@D It recommended a risk

(COMEAP) reported on the mortality effects of long-term exposure to PMas
coefficient for all-cause mortality of 1.06 (6%) per 10 pg/m3 change in exposure to annual average PMas

concentrations, with sensitivities at 1% and 12%.

9.47 More recently, evidence has emerged that exposure to nitrogen dioxide can, independently of particulate
matter, play a role in reducing life expectancy. In March 2015, COMEAP @8) published a statement on the
evidence of the effects of nitrogen dioxide on health, drawing upon evidence published by the World Health
Organisation’s (WHO) Review of Evidence on Health Aspects of Air Pollution (REVIHAAP) @9 COMEAP
concluded that the evidence of associations of ambient concentrations of nitrogen dioxide with a range of
effects on human health had strengthened in recent years, and that it would be sensible to regard nitrogen
dioxide as causing some of the health impact found to be associated with it in epidemiological studies. At this
time, COMEAP did provide any recommendations for concentration-response functions, but indicated that it
intended to do so by the end of 2015. Coefficients have been recommended in the WHO'’s Health Risks of Air
Pollution in Europe (HRAPIE) report ?, and have recently been applied by King's College London to estimate

the mortality burden on nitrogen dioxide exposure in London ©V.

This approach assumes a 30% overlap in
effect with PM.s, and is based upon a 3.9% increase in mortality per 10 ug/m3 change in exposure to annual

average nitrogen dioxide concentrations, with 95% confidence intervals at 2.2% and 5.6%.
Criteria for the Assessment of Odours

9.48 In considering the potential for odour effects, an important distinction should be drawn between the occasional
detection of an odour and a loss of amenity due to odour, the latter generally being associated with persistent
and long-lived problems.

9.49 Guidance note H4 Odour Management, published by the Environment Agency, provides a useful approach to
guantifying odour effects ©2 Odour concentrations are measured in European odour units (OUE/mS). The
odour concentration at the detection threshold is 1 OUg/m?®.

9.50 Guidance Note H4 suggests that there is a likelihood of unacceptable odour pollution occurring where the 98"
percentile of 1-hour mean odour concentrations exceeds 1.5 OUg/m?® for the most offensive odours, 3 OUg/m®
for moderately offensive odours and 6 OUg/m?® for less offensive odours.

2 COMEAP (2010) The Mortality Effects of Long-Term Exposure to Particulate Air Pollution in the United Kingdom

%8 COMEAP (2015) Statement on the Evidence for the Effects of Nitrogen Dioxide on Health

29 wWHo (2013) Review of evidence on health aspects of air pollution — REVIHAAP project: final technical report.

% wHo (2013) Health risks of air pollution in Europe (HRAPIE): Recommendations for concentration-response functions for cost-
benefit analysis of particulate matter, ozone and nitrogen dioxide.

i King’s College London (2015) Understanding the Health Impacts of Air Pollution in London.

32 Environment Agency (2011) H4 Odour Management
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9.51

9.52

9.53

9.54

9.55

9.56

9.57

The perception of the offensiveness of odours is highly subjective, but airport-related odours cannot
reasonably be classified as most offensive (a category which includes decaying animal remains and septic
effluent). For the purpose of this assessment it is assumed that airport-related odours fall within the less to
moderately offensive categories (which includes breweries, livestock rearing and food processing).

Assessment Methodology

Study Area

The study area is effectively defined by an approximately 1km radius around the runway (beyond which any
effects are unlikely to be discernible) and the extent of the road transport network considered within the
Transport Assessment (as shown in Figure 9.3).

Baseline Conditions

Information on existing air quality has been obtained by collating the results of monitoring carried out by both
the Airport and the local authorities. This covers both the study area and nearby sites, the latter being used to
provide context for the assessment. The background concentrations across the study area have been defined
using the national pollution maps published by Defra ®3 These cover the whole country on a 1x1 km grid.
Current exceedences of the annual mean EU limit value for nitrogen dioxide have been identified using the

maps of roadside concentrations published by Defra ©¥

. These are the maps, presently based on 2012 data
used by the UK Government, together with the results from national AURN monitoring sites that operate to EU
data quality standards, to report exceedences of the limit value to the EU. There are no equivalent maps for

2013, 2014, or any other future year.

Records of complaints related to local air quality issues (odours, smoke and black smut deposits) are
maintained by the Airport and reported annually to LBN. These complaint records have been reviewed to

inform the assessment.

Construction Effects

Potential effects during construction may arise from emissions from construction traffic and on-site plant, and

emissions of dust associated with the construction activities.

Locations sensitive to dust emitted during construction will be places where members of the public are
regularly present. Residential properties and commercial operations close to the construction works will be
most sensitive to construction dust. Any areas of sensitive vegetation or ecology that are very close to the dust
sources may also be susceptible to some negative effects.

As discussed above, it is very difficult to quantify emissions from construction activities and it is thus common
practice to provide a qualitative assessment of potential effects, making reference to the assessment criteria
set out in Appendix 9.1.

33
34

Defra (2011a) Defra Air Quality Website, [Online], Available: http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/quality/air/airquality/
Defra (2015) UK Ambient Air Quality Interactive Maps [Online] uk-air.defra.gov.uk/data/gis-mapping
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Sensitive Receptors

9.58 Sensitive receptors during the construction phase will be restricted to properties within the appropriate
distance bands as set out in Appendix 9.1. Receptors at greatest risk of being affected by dust emissions are
those residential properties that lie immediately to the south of Newland Street and Brixham Street, and the
community facilities (The Storey Centre, Woodman Community Centre and Fight for Peace) which lie just to
the south of the construction compound at the eastern end of the site. There are no sensitive ecological
receptors that might be adversely affected, as described in Chapter 13: Ecology and Biodiversity.

9.59 Sensitive receptors during the operational phase are places where members of the public might be expected
to be regularly present over the averaging periods of the objectives/limit values. For the annual mean and daily
mean objectives/limit values, that are the principal focus of this assessment, sensitive receptors will generally
be residential properties, schools, nursing homes etc.

9.60 A total of 26 existing sensitive receptors have been selected for the operational assessment. Where
appropriate, these include additional receptors at height to account for blocks of flats. Additional receptor
locations have been included for all future scenarios to account for proposed developments at Silvertown
Quays, Barrier Park East, Minoco Wharf, Royals Business Park Hotels, North Side of Albert Dock, UEL,
Gallions Roundabout, Gallions Quarter, Royal Albert Basin and Land at Gallions Reach (as described in UES
Table 18.2, Chapter 18: Cumulative Effects). These have been selected to coincide with new developments
within 1km of the Airport runway, and along the road network potentially affected by the proposed CADP. As
the design details for many of these new developments are not yet finalised, it has been necessary to make
assumptions regarding the likely heights of the buildings in the new developments.

9.61 The operational receptor locations are shown in Figure 9.2 and described in Table 9.6 below.

CADP — Updated Environmental Statement (September 2015)
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Table 9.6 — Sensitive Operational Receptor Locations (1.5m elevation unless stated)

Receptor ID Description OS Grid Ref

Existing Locati

ons

R1

Camel Road/Hartmann Road

541982, 180307

R2 Camel Road/Parker Street 542133, 180304
R3 Parker Street ( Portway Primary School) 542177, 180229
R4 Newland Street (opposite entrance to LCY car park) 542549, 180153
R5 Newland Street/Kennard Street 542687, 180145
R6 Brixham Street/Dockland Street 543127, 180121
R7 Platterns Court/Billingway Dock Head 543676, 180077
R8 Albert Road/Woolwich Manor Way 543709, 180015
R9 Robert Street adj Albert Road (north side) 543523, 179954
R10 Collier Close adj Gallions Way Roundabout (eastern side) 543715, 180875
R11 Yeoman Close adj Royal Albert Way 543612, 180883
R12 Straight Road/Campton Close 542826, 180920
R13 Mill Rd adj North Woolwich Road (west) 540854, 180110
R14 Connaught Road/Leonard Street 542321, 180086
R15 Gallions Primary School adjacent to Royal Docks Road 543749, 181324
R16 Drew Road/Leonard Street 542306, 180219
R17 Woolwich Manor Way (UEL) 543800, 180701
R18 Woolwich Manor Way (UEL) 543650, 180655
R19 West Silvertown 1 540846, 180439
R20 West Silvertown 2 540681, 180448
R21 Flats on Drew Road 542050, 180261
R22 Flats on Docklands Street 543133, 180047
R23 Gallions Quarter 543868, 180637
R24 Gallions Quarter 543919, 180684
R25 University of East London Student Accommodation 543478, 180695
R26 Felixstowe Court 543810, 180174
Proposed/Committed Developments

R27 Silvertown Quays 1 541614,180468
R28 Silvertown Quays 2 541460,180476
R29 Silvertown Quays, 30 m from Connaught Bridge 541587,180372
R30 Royal Albert Basin 544067,180548
R31 Royal Albert Basin 544088,180710
R32 North Side of Royal Albert Dock 542418,180704
R33 North Side of Royal Albert Dock 542979,180691
R34 North side of Royal Albert Dock (10m from Royal Albert Way) 542884,180843
R35 North Side of Royal Albert Dock 541917, 180713
R36 Barrier Park East 541583, 180149
R37 UNEX 541862, 180129
R38 Royal Wharf 540890, 180071
R39 Royals Business Park Hotel Site 2.3 541882, 180859
R40 Royals Business Park Hotel Site 2.2 541716, 180852
R41 Fox & Connaught Hotel, Lynx Way 541627, 180863
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Operational Effects — Airport Operations and Road Traffic

Assessment Years and Scenarios

Predictions of nitrogen dioxide, PM1o and PM2s concentrations have been carried out for the Baseline Year
(2014) and three future assessment years, 2020, 2023 and 2025, in accordance with the assumptions set out
in Chapter 3: EIA Methodology. For the future year assessments, predictions have been made both
assuming that the proposed CADP does proceed (‘With CADP’) and does not proceed (‘Without CADP’) so
that the incremental effects can be quantified.

For the 2020 Transitional Year, the assessment has been carried out using forecasts based on the two
phase construction of the CADP under the Updated Construction Programme, as described in Chapter 6:
Development Programme and Construction. For both 2023 (Design Year) and 2025 (Principal Assessment
Year), the With CADP Core Case is also considered.

A number of sensitivity tests have also been carried out to evaluate the implications of the different ‘With
CADP’ scenarios on air quality. For the 2023 With CADP Core Case, a sensitivity test has been considered
which assumes a higher passenger load factor of 67% (the ‘Higher Passenger Sensitivity Test’). As
described in UES Chapter 3, this does not affect the aircraft movements, but increases the surface access
movements in line with the greater number of passengers. For both 2023 and 2025, a further sensitivity test
has been undertaken which assumes a faster re-fleeting (‘With CADP Faster Move to Jets’). Lastly, an
assessment based on forecasts for the ‘With CADP Single Phase Development (Accelerated Construction)
Sensitivity Test’ is provided in Appendix 6.6 of the UES.

For 2025, an assessment has also been carried out for the Without CADP Higher Jet Centre Case.

A summary of the sensitivity test scenarios considered is provided below:

a) 2020 With CADP Single Phase Development

b) 2023 With CADP Higher Passenger Case

c) 2023 With CADP Faster Move to Jets

d) 2025 With CADP Higher Passenger Case

e) 2025 With CADP Faster Move to Jets

f) 2025 Without CADP Higher Jet Centre Growth

Further sensitivity checks for the 2020 scenarios have been carried out for nitrogen dioxide that involve

assuming no reduction in emission factors for road traffic from the Baseline Year (2014). This is to address
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the issue identified by Defra ©°

that road traffic emissions have not been declining as expected (see later
section on Uncertainty). Nitrogen dioxide concentrations in 2020, with and without the proposed CADP, are
thus presented for two scenarios: ‘With Emissions Reduction’ and ‘Without Emissions Reduction’. In 2023
and 2025 it is assumed that emissions controls on new vehicles will be effective and thus only ‘With

Emissions Reduction’ predictions are presented (see section on Uncertainty).

Predictions have been carried out for all scenarios to quantify potential odour effects from ground-based
aircraft operations.

Air Quality Model

The predictions have been carried out using the ADMS-Airports model. This model incorporates a jet module
specifically designed to represent the dispersion of emissions from moving aircraft, and was selected by the
Project for the Sustainable Development of Heathrow (PSDH) for use at Heathrow airport.

The model requires the user to provide a variety of input data, which describe the pollutant emissions arising
from the proposed development, the meteorological conditions, and the background contribution (i.e. the
contribution to pollutant concentrations from all sources not explicitly included in the model).

Pollutant emissions arise from a number of Airport-related sources, and the following were taken into

consideration in this assessment:

a) Aircraft main engines operating within the Landing and Take-off (LTO) Cycle, Auxiliary Power Units
(APUs) and engine testing;

b)  Airside support vehicles and plant (e.g. Mobile Ground Power Units);
c) Airport boiler plant and CHP;

d) Fire training ground,;

e) Staff and passenger vehicle movements within the car parks; and

f)  Road traffic on Airport landside roads and on the local road network.

The approach to quantifying emissions from the Airport sources has been based on generally accepted
methodologies, and, as far as was practicable, follows the sophisticated or advanced approach
recommended by the International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) in its Airport Air Quality Manual ©®. For
all airside sources, emissions of PM were assumed to represent both the PM1o and PM_ s fractions, based on
the expected size distributions.

35

36

Carslaw, D., Beevers, S., Westmoreland, E. and Williams, M. (2011) Trends in NOx and NO, emissions and ambient
measurements in the UK, [Online], Available: uk-
air.defra.gov.uk/reports/cat05/1108251149 110718 AQO0724 Final_report.pdf.

ICAO (2011). Airport Air Quality Manual. [Online], Available: http://www.icao.int/icao/en/env2010/Publications.htm
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Aircraft Operations — Landing and Take-off Cycle (LTO)

The emissions arising from each aircraft movement have been calculated as the sum of the emissions for
each part of the LTO cycle. Records of Baseline Year aircraft mix and numbers of aircraft movements were
derived from the 2014 Annual Performance Report ©7 Forecast movements and aircraft mix for all future
scenarios were derived from the Update to the Need Statement (York Aviation, September 2015). A
summary of the aircraft data used in this assessment is provided in Tables A4.1 to A4.5 (Appendix 9.4).

All turbofan-type aircraft jet engines with a rated power greater than 26.7 kN are certified by the International
Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) for emissions of NOx, HC and Smoke Number. In addition, a database of
emissions indices for all commercially operational turboprop aircraft engines is kept by the Swedish Defence
Research Agency (FOI). For each type of aircraft, emissions per aircraft movement have been calculated
using emission factors in grammes of pollutant per kilogram of fuel burnt, together with fuel flow in
kilogrammes per second, based on the following equation:

Eij =2 (TIMy*60) * (FFy) * (Eli) * (NE) Equation [1]
Where:

E;j = Emissions of pollutant i in grammes, produced by aircraft type j for each LTO cycle;

TIMjc = Time-in-mode for mode k (e.g. idle, approach, climb-out or take-off) in minutes for
aircraft type j

FFj = Fuel flow for mode k (e.g. idle, approach, climb-out or take-off) in kg/sec for each
engine on aircraft type j

Ely = Emissions index for each pollutant i in grammes per kilogram of fuel, in mode k, for each
engine used on aircraft type j

NE; = Number of engines on aircraft type |

The emissions indices have been obtained from either the International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO)
Engine Exhaust Emissions Databank ®® or the FOI Aircraft Engine Emissions Database ®° for turbofan (jet)
engines and turboprop engines respectively. Airframe/engine assignments in 2014 were based on actual

data for all aircraft.

Smoke number emissions indices are not available for all aircraft engines in all of the four ICAO standard
thrust settings (100%, 85%, 30% and 7%). Where Smoke Number indices for an engine in a particular mode
or modes are missing from the ICAO databank, the Smoke Number indices have been estimated based on
the maximum Smoke Number for the engine, and the recommended scaling factors presented in Table D-1
of the ICAO Airport Air Quality Manual.

37

London City Airport (2015). 2014 Annual Performance Report, [Online], Available:
http://www.londoncityairport.com/AboutUs/OurEnvironment.aspx.

38 International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) Engine Exhaust Emissions Databank, [Online], Available:
http://www.caa.co.uk/default.aspx?catid=702.
39 Swedish Defence Research Agency (FOI) Aircraft Engine Emissions Database
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For the 2014 Baseline Year, the aircraft were assigned into “groups” of similar characteristics (e.g. numbers
of engines, engine types, engine mounting and wake category) with a “lead” aircraft selected to represent
each group. These group assignments are shown in Table A4.6 (Appendix 9.4). The emissions, and input
parameters for the ADMS-Airport model, were then based on the assumption that the total number of
movements within each group was represented by the lead aircraft. As a sensitivity check, a comparison
between the NOx emission rate for each group (assuming the individual aircraft types and movements) and
the assumed, lead aircraft type and movements was carried out; a summary of these calculations is shown in
Table A4.6 (Appendix 9.4). There is little difference between the NOx emission rates, and it was concluded
that the grouping of the aircraft would have no significant effect on the assessment.

The approach used for the estimation of PM emissions arising from aircraft engines has undergone
development in recent years. The original approach, based on the ICAO reported maximum Smoke Number,
only estimated the non-volatile fraction of PM. To address this problem, the contribution of PM emissions
from the volatile fraction was considered by a CAEP Working Group, and a First Order Approximation (FOA)
method was derived; this approach estimates the non-volatile portion using the ICAO Smoke Number, but
also estimates the volatile portion associated with the fuel sulphur content, fuel-based organics and lube oil.
Version 3 of the FOA is now available (FOA v3.0) and is the approach recommended in the ICAO Airport Air

Quality Manual. The FOA v3.0 approach has been used to estimate aircraft engine PM emissions.

Recent research comparing the FOA v3.0 approach with measurements has identified a discrepancy in both
the organic carbon and black carbon emissions indices “9 combined, these discrepancies result in a 3.4
factor underestimate of total PM.s emissions. Accordingly, to account for this potential uncertainty, the FOA
v3.0 emissions indices for PM (both PM1o and PM ) have been factored up by 3.4.

Emissions of PM from the turboprop and smaller (business) jet aircraft, where no Smoke Number indices are
available, have been disregarded, but these are considered to be negligible.

The forthcoming Bombardier C100 aircraft will be equipped with two Pratt & Whitney PW1524G engines. The
emissions from these engines have not yet been certified by ICAO, and there is no information in the
emissions databases referenced above. Pratt & Whitney have stated to the Airport that the engine will meet a
45% margin below the CAEP6 standard for NOx, and a 50% margin below the CAEP6 standard for both
hydrocarbons and Smoke Number. Information on emission rates of NOx and HC was provided by
Bombardier for each mode of the LTO cycle, together with the Maximum Smoke Number, and are shown in
Table A4.8 (Appendix 9.4). The emission rates were used directly, while PM emissions were estimated using
the maximum Smoke Number in combination with the suggested Smoke Number scaling factors in the ICAO

Airport Air Quality Manual and the FAO v.3.0 approach.

The forthcoming Embraer E190-E2 aircraft will be equipped with two Pratt & Whitney PW1900G series
engines, which have also not yet received certification. These engines are very closely related to the
PW1524G engines fitted to the Bombardier C100 aircraft; both have a maximum thrust rating of around 103
kN, both have a 12:1 bypass ratio, and both have a 73-inch fan diameter. The fuel flow and emissions

40 Stettler, M.E.J, Eastham, S and Barrett, S.R.H. (2011). Air Quality and public health impacts of UK airports. Part 1:

Emissions. Atmos Environ 45, 5415-54124.
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indices provided by Bombardier for the PW1524G engine have therefore been used for the PW1900G engine
in the airport emissions inventories.

The International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) has defined a specific LTO cycle with four modal
phases, extending to a ceiling height of 3,000 feet (915 metres). Emission factors are provided for ‘take-off’
(100% thrust), ‘climb-out’ (85% thrust), ‘approach’ (30% thrust) and ‘idle’ (7% thrust). In reality, aircraft rarely
take-off at 100% thrust - the actual take-off thrust used being dependent on a combination of factors
including take-off weight and weather conditions. Following discussion with the Airport, and in consideration
of the short runway, a take-off thrust of 100% was used for all aircraft departures, but is likely to represent a

worst-case assumption.

Take-off roll along runway, and initial climb to 1500ft (457.5m) was assumed to be at 100% thrust setting.
Climb-out after throttle back from 1500-3000ft (457.5-915m) was assumed to be at 85% thrust.

The majority of commercial jet aircraft operating at the Airport have reverse thrust capability, which may be
deployed during landing to increase the rate of deceleration. However, the Airport discourages the use of
reverse thrust to reduce noise, and the airlines also try to avoid the use of reverse thrust to minimise fuel
consumption. As a result, only a very small number of aircraft movements at the Airport utilise reverse thrust
above idle during landing. The assumption used in the modelling has therefore been that aircraft engine
thrust is reduced to idle (7%) for landing roll-out (i.e. from the point of touchdown on the runway to the start of
taxi); emissions from the small number of aircraft using reverse thrust above idle has been discounted as
they will make an insignificant contribution to total runway emissions.

Emission factors within the ICAO and FOI databases are usually stated for new engines. Based on PSDH
recommendations to account for engine deterioration, NOx emissions have been increased by 4.5% while,
for all other pollutants, the fuel flow and subsequent calculation of emissions has been increased by 4.3%.

Times-in-mode for take-off, approach and climb-out have been derived from information provided by the
Airport. For ground operations in 2014, information has been derived from the Electronic Flight Progress
System (EFPS) that monitors the time that aircraft operate engines on the ground from engine start-up to
start-of-roll at departure, and following aircraft touch down until engine shut-down on stand, on arrival. A
summary of these data is provided in Table A4.9 (Appendix 9.4). For the future “Without CADP” scenarios,
these times-in-mode were assumed to remain unchanged. For the future “With CADP” scenarios, the times-
in-mode for taxi-in and taxi-out were adjusted in discussion with the Airport, in order to account for the new
stand layouts and new parallel taxiway.

Emissions during climb-out and approach have been calculated to a ceiling height of 915 metres.
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Brake & Tyre Wear

An allowance has also been made for PM emissions arising from brake and tyre wear based on a
methodology developed during the PSDH work “1For brake wear, an emission factor of 2.51 x 10~ kg PM1o

per kg MTOW*? was assumed. For tyre wear, the following relationship was used:
PMio (kg) per landing = 2.23 x 10° x (MTOW kg) — 0.0874 kg Equation [2]

Emissions were calculated for all large aircraft. The relationship is not applicable to smaller aircraft, below
55,000 kg, and it was assumed the PM emissions from tyre wear follow a linear relationship between MTOW
= 55,000 kg to MTOW = 0 kg.

Auxiliary Power Units

Auxiliary Power Units (APUs) are used to provide power to larger aircraft when the main engines are not
running. APUs are used to condition the aircraft cabin when temperatures are uncomfortable, and are also
required to start the main engines on some of the newer aircraft. Other requirements for APU use occur if
there is an incompatibility between the aircraft system and the Fixed Electrical Ground Power (FEGP) or
Mobile Ground Power Unit (MGPU) supplies, or if there is a technical fault.

Operational and Safety Information Notice (OSIN 04/12), issued by the Airport, requires the use of FEGP or
MGPU whenever available and serviceable. APUs are required to be shut down as soon as practicable
following arrival and not restarted until 10 minutes prior to departure, except when the ambient air
temperature is below +5°C or above +20°C. Operators wishing to use APU when these temperature
thresholds are exceeded, or where there are technical faults, are required to contact Air Traffic Control (ATC)
who maintain a log of such events. An analysis of data for May-Oct 2012 indicates that such events are very
uncommon, representing only about 0.35% of all aircraft movements (see Table A4.10, Appendix 9.4).

APU running times on arrival are dependent upon the availability of FEGP or MGPU; running times range
from 1 to 5 minutes depending on how busy the Airport is. For the purpose of this assessment, a total APU
running time of 13 minutes per LTO cycle has been assumed, which is likely to represent a worst case.
Emissions for APUs have been calculated using the advanced approach as defined in the ICAO Airport Air
Quality Manual. This assigns different emission indices to different APU operating loads, i.e. start-up (no
load), normal running (maximum Environmental Control System (ECS)), and high load (Main Engine Start
(MES)). The assumed Times-in-Mode, and assigned NOx, HC and PM emission rates are shown in Tables
A4.11 to A4.13 (Appendix 9.4).

Engine Testing

Ground running of aircraft engines is occasionally required for testing and maintenance purposes. Emissions

for the 2014 Baseline Year were derived from the records of ground running provided to the Council in the

41 Curran (2006) Method for estimating particulate emissions from aircraft brakes and tyres. Qinetic Q/05/01827

42
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2014 Annual Progress Report “3 These records include the number, duration and power settings of ground
runs, the aircraft involved, and the stands used.

Ground running emissions were calculated from the duration of the run, and the associated fuel use and
emission indices for the power setting used (100% or 7%). The total annual ground running emissions were
then apportioned as an average emission rate and included in volume sources across the apron areas.

For all future scenarios, pollutant emissions from ground running were estimated by scaling up the 2014
Baseline Year emissions based on the projected increase in aircraft movements, taking account of the new
aircraft types.

Airside Vehicles and Mobile Ground Power Units

Emissions from airside vehicles are associated with the transport of passengers and cargo to aircraft, and
servicing and refuelling of aircraft, etc. Mobile Ground Power Units (MGPUs) provide auxiliary power for

those aircraft without access to FEGP, when necessary.

An estimate of emissions from these sources has been based upon fuel (untaxed “red” diesel) consumption
statistics for 2014 provided by the Airport, with the data disaggregated by user group (e.g. Ramp Services,
Operations etc.). A list of vehicles with permanent airside passes for each user group was also provided,
including the vehicle registration number and vehicle type**. Estimates of the Euro Standard distribution of
these vehicles was based on the year of registration. An estimate of the average NOx and PMjo emissions
from airside vehicles was made using fuel consumption data and Defra’s emission factor toolkit “9) assuming

an average vehicle speed of 5 km/h.

An inventory of MGPUs was also provided by the Airport, including the model number and age. All MGPUs
operating at the Airport in 2014 were either electric, or were diesel-powered and met a Stage Il or Stage IlIA
emission standard according to EU Directive 2004/26/EC. All but two MGPUs at the Airport are Stage IlIA
compliant; therefore, the assumption has been made that all MGPUs conform to Stage IlIA emissions

standards, as the two older, Stage Il MGPUs have limited use at the Airport and will be replaced in the future.

Emission factors for Stage IlIIA diesel-powered plant (in g/kg fuel) have been obtained from the
EMEP/Corinair Emissions Inventory Guidebook (Section 8 — Other mobile sources and machinery, Tables 8-
3 to 8-5b) “®) The total annual volume of red diesel used by the MGPUs (in 2014), was used to calculate the
total annual NOx and PM emissions from MGPUSs, using the emission factors obtained from the Corinair
Guidebook.

43

44

45

46

LCY Annual Performance Report (2014). [Online], Available:
http://www.londoncityairport.com/AboutUs/OurEnvironment.aspx

For the purpose of this assessment, the winter equipment vehicles (e.g. tractors used for snow ploughs and de-icing
equipment etc.) were ignored, as it is difficult to gauge their operational use in any given year. All fuel use was apportioned
to those vehicles in constant operational use

Emissions Factor Toolkit v6.0.2 [Online], Available at (http:/lagm.defra.gov.uk/review-and-assessment/tools/emissions-
factors-toolkit.html)

EMEP/Corinair Emission Inventory Guidebook (2013). [Online], Available at:
http://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/EMEPCORINAIRS
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9.101  For the future year cases for airside vehicles, the total amount of fuel used in 2014 was scaled upwards by
the ratio of the total number of passengers in each future-year case to the total number of passengers in
2014. The Airport has committed within its Air Quality Action Plan to ensuring that all airside vehicles (unless
an exclusion is agreed with LBN) will comply with the London Low Emissions Zone as soon as possible @,
and that all replacement vehicles must comply with the latest Euro Standards. All non-LEZ compliant
vehicles in 2014 were assumed to have been replaced by Euro 6/VI standard vehicles in all future cases. In
addition, an adjustment was made to account for the age-related replacement of vehicles that are currently
LEZ-compliant, such that the distribution of age in each future-year case remained unchanged (i.e. the
number of years since manufacture). This approach takes account of Euro standards that have already been
agreed within EU Directives, but not any future standards that may be implemented.

9.102 The Airport has recently completed the refurbishment of all FGEP on Stands 1-10, and has committed to
installing FEGP on Stands 21-24, and on any new stands constructed as part of any apron improvements.
The Airport has further decommissioned all MGPUs that do not conform to Stage Il emissions limits as a
minimum, and has invested in 10 new Powervamp Mobile Electrical Ground Power Units (MEGPU) which
are “zero-emission”. As FEGP will be available on most stands, the use of MGPU should be reduced in the
future to principally that of backup supply. For all future year cases, it was assumed that MGPU fuel use
would be reduced to 50% of that in 2014, which is likely to represent a worst case.

Fire Training

9.103 Emissions associated with fire training exercises make a very small contribution compared to other Airport-
related sources, but have been included in this assessment for completeness. The Fire Service at the Airport
provided details on current operations:

a) Fire training for fuel spills is carried out approximately three times per month. Either aviation kerosene
or red diesel is used, with approximately 20-30 litres of fuel consumed over a 2 minute period.

b) The majority of fire training exercises use LPG. The volume of LPG consumed in 2014 (9,126 litres)
was provided by the Airport.

9.104 Emissions data for the uncontrolled combustion of aviation kerosene and LPG were derived from the FAA Air
Quality Handbook “8) " The location of the fire test rig, to the north of the Jet Centre, and the frequency of fire
training operations, were assumed to remain unchanged in future years.

Road Traffic

9.105 Emissions arising from traffic on the local road network have been calculated using the ADMS-Roads (v3.4)
dispersion model. Predictions are based on vehicle flow, composition and speed using the same emission
factors published within the Emission Factor Toolkit (EFT, version 6.0.2) (49). The emission rates account for
emissions of PM1g and PMy s arising from brake and tyre wear and from road abrasion. Whilst PM emissions

47 This excludes certain types of specialist vehicles such as items of winter equipment and fire tenders, but this use only a very
small proportion of total fuel in each year.

48 FAA (2005) . Air Quality Handbook. [Online], Available at:
http://www.faa.gov/regulations_policies/policy guidance/envir_policy/airquality handbook/

49 Available at: http://lagm.defra.gov.uk/review-and-assessment/tools/emissions.html#eft
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from entrainment (or “re-suspension”) of other materials on the road are also widely considered to be
important, there are currently no data upon which robust emission rates can be calculated; any re-
suspension component has therefore been necessarily ignored.

Annual average daily traffic (24 hr-AADT) flows, the proportions of Heavy Duty Vehicles (HDV) and average
speeds for each road link were provided by Vectos for the 2014 Baseline Year and all future year scenarios,
and are summarised in Tables A4.14 to A4.17 (Appendix 9.4). Additional information on the proportion of
black cabs using the Airport access road (Hartmann Road) was also provided. The CADP proposals include
the provision of a new access road to the Airport, along Hartmann Road east from Woolwich Manor Way; this
new link has been included for the 2020, 2023 and 2025 future With CADP scenarios. The road links
included in the assessment are shown in Figure 9.3 (NB — for the With CADP scenarios, public access to
Hartmann Road via Woolwich Manor Way would be provided, as shown in this Figure).
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Figure 9.3 — Road Links Included in the Assessment © Crown Copyright 2015. All rights reserved. Licence number 100020449
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Taxis (black cabs) currently picking up passengers from the Airport do so via a small rank on the terminal
forecourt. This rank can only accommodate about 10 taxis, and so, during busy periods, a line of queuing
taxis extends eastwards down Hartmann Road. A short survey related to taxi idling was carried out in April
2010 to inform the development of the Airport’s Air Quality Action Plan. It is difficult to determine when a taxi
is “unnecessarily idling”, or is just in a slowly-moving queue, and so taxis were only considered to be “idling”
if stationary, with engines running, for more than two minutes. Idling was not found to be a common
occurrence along Hartmann Road; within the rank it was more frequently observed.

Emissions associated with queuing taxis in 2014 were derived from the total number of taxi movements per
year, the assumed time queuing per movement (240 seconds), and a queuing emission rate. This emission

rate was derived using the AIRE instantaneous emissions model®

to calculate an idling emission rate for
specific Euro standard taxis, and then calculating a weighted average of these emission rates using the

London taxi fleet composition within the Emission Factor Toolkit (EFT).

For the future Without CADP scenarios, a similar approach to calculating taxi emissions was made, taking
into account the revised forecast of taxi movements provided by Vectos. For the With CADP scenarios, a
new marshalled taxi feeder park is to be established at the eastern end of the Airport. Stationary idling within
the feeder park and along Hartmann Road will be prohibited.

Car Parks

Information on car park flows for the Baseline Year (2014) and all future year scenarios was provided by
Vectos, and are shown in Tables A4.18 and A4.21 (Appendix 9.4). For the Without CADP scenarios, the
existing car park layouts were assumed to remain unchanged. For the With CADP scenarios, the new
decked and surface car park layouts were taken into consideration.

The car park emissions for NOx and PMio have been calculated using speed-related emissions factors
contained within the EFT, to take account of travelling vehicles.

The travelling distance for a vehicle entering or leaving the car park has been assumed to be the length of
the perimeter of the parking area, assuming an average vehicle speed of 5 km/h.

Specific consideration has also been given to “cold start” emissions for vehicles leaving the car park.
Vehicles with cold engines emit more pollution than those with warm engines. To account for this, the
additional emissions from cold starts have been calculated using the EXcess EMissions Planning Tool
(EXEMPT) developed by AEA Technology 6L,

Emissions of PM s have been assumed to be the same as for PMag, as a worst-case assumption.

% hitp:/iwww.sias.com/ng/AIRE/AIRE.htm

51 Smith. A.. P. (2001) UG219 TRAMAQ. Excess emissions planning tool (EXEMPT) user guide. AEA/ENV/R/0639. AEA
Technology
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Stationary Sources

Emissions arising from stationary sources at the Airport (e.g. gas-fired heating plant) were calculated from
gas consumption data for 2014 provided by the Airport. Data are only available in an aggregated form for the
terminal building, which includes use by the terminal main substation and three other gas supplies serving
CAH, the Ledger Building and various cooking appliances used by the caterers. Emission rates for
combustion of gaseous fuels have been obtained from the EMEP/EEA Emission Inventory Guidebook (52),
which gives emission rates in grammes of pollutant per gigajoule of energy (as fuel consumption). This has
been used to calculate average annual emission rates based on the annual gas consumption, and assuming
continuous operation throughout the year.

For future Without CADP scenarios, the Airport confirmed that there is currently no intention to increase
boiler plant capacity, but to provide a conservative approach it was assumed that gas consumption increased
in proportion to the total number of passengers in each case as compared with the 2014 Baseline Year (see
Table A4.22, Appendix 9.4).

For the future With CADP scenarios, new gas boiler plant and a small (35 kWth) CCHP unit will be
incorporated into the Western Energy Centre, in about 2016. The Eastern Energy Centre, comprising of four
CCHP units (providing approximately 230kWth for the Eastern Terminal Extension and 330 kWth for the
Hotel) and additional gas boilers, will then be phased in from about 2020 onwards. All gas boilers will
conform to the “ultra-low” NOx emission standard of 40 mg/kWh. At some stage, the CCHP unit in the
Western Energy Centre may be decommissioned, but the timing is unknown at this stage, and the precise
requirements for the Eastern Energy Centre are still to be confirmed. To account for these uncertainties, all
With CADP scenarios have assumed that gas consumption from the terminal area increases in proportion to
the total number of passengers in each case as compared with the 2014 Baseline Year (see Table A4.22,
Appendix 9.4) and that the Eastern Energy Centre CCHP is operational, 24 hours per day, at full (100%)
load, from 2020 onwards (see Table A4.23, Appendix 9.4). This will have overstated the NOx emissions in

future years, and represents a conservative approach.

The Tate & Lyle factory, which lies to the south of the Airport, operates gas and gas-oil boilers. Due to the
location of this installation relative to the Airport, and the height of the stacks, the emissions arising from
these boilers have also been included within the model for completeness as part of the baseline. Emission
rates and stack parameters were provided by the Environment Agency and are summarised in Table A4.24
(Appendix 9.4). Emissions from the Tate & Lyle plant were assumed to remain unchanged for all future

scenarios.

52

EMEP/EEA Emission Inventory Guidebook (2013). [Online], Available at: http://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/emep-eea-

emission-inventory-guidebook-2013

CADP - Updated Environmental Statement (September 2015) 30

Appendix AQ.1.8



9.119

9.120

9.121

9.122

9.123

9.124

Consideration of Peak Hour Activities

The modelling methodology described above has focused on predicting annual mean pollutant
concentrations. The air quality objectives and limit values for nitrogen dioxide, PM1o and PM. s are expressed
as annual mean values, but there are also shorter-term criteria that need to be taken into account
(specifically a 1-hour mean objective and limit value for nitrogen dioxide, and a 24-hour mean objective and
limit value for PMo).

Modelling of these shorter-term metrics introduces additional uncertainties into the assessment, and as noted
by Defra in LAQM.TG(09): “dispersion models are inevitably poorer at predicting short-term peaks than they
are at predicting annual mean concentrations, and the process of model verification is extremely
challenging”. For this reason, assessments of airport operations typically focus on predicting annual mean
concentrations. The approach adopted for this study is that, as appropriate, these shorter-term metrics have
been calculated from the annual mean using the empirical relationships recommended by Defra.

However, within its Scoping Opinion, LBN specifically requested that the assessment gives consideration to
the impacts arising from any increase to the maximum number of aircraft departures and arrivals. Given the
concerns with modelling of short-term concentrations (and specifically the 1-hour mean concentrations for
nitrogen dioxide) this has been dealt with by a screening approach as described below.

Information on the timetabling of aircraft movements for all future years has been derived from the Update to
the Need Statement (September 2015) prepared by York Aviation. These data have been analysed to
provide an hour-by-hour analysis of aircraft movements for each assessment year, for both the Without and
With CADP scenarios. This analysis is shown in Table A4.25 (Appendix 9.4).

For each scenario, the peak hours are 0800-0900h and 1800-1900h. Peak-hour movements are forecast to
increase from 33 (2014 Baseline Year) to 35 (2025, Without CADP) and to 45 (2025, With CADP Core
Case). These movements exclude Jet Centre operations, as the smaller aircraft make only a very small
contribution to NOx emissions®. It should also be borne in mind that these movements represent both
arrivals and departures (approximately a 50% split in each peak hour), and that NOx emissions are
substantially higher on departure due to the requirement for 100% engine thrust on take-off; emissions on
arrival are relatively small compared with departure. The incremental change to the number of peak-hour
departures between the 2014 Baseline Year and the 2025 With CADP scenario is thus about 5.

There have been no recorded exceedences of the 1-hour mean objective/limit value at either of the
automatic monitoring sites operated by the Airport, and in the majority of years, the maximum recorded level
has been well below the 200 ug/m3 threshold (see Table 9.7 and Figure 9.5).

A comparison may also be drawn with Heathrow Airport, which in 2014 operated at approximately 74.4 mppa
with a total of 470,695 movements (using substantially larger aircraft than operate at LCY). This compares
with 107,700 movements and approximately 6.5 mppa at the Airport for the With CADP (Faster Move to Jets)
scenario in 2025.

53

It should be noted that the Jet Centre peak-hour movements decrease for the With Scheme scenarios.
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At Heathrow Airport, a monitoring site (LHR2) is located 180 metres to the north of the centre of the northern
main runway (and in the prevailing downwind direction), and 18 metres from the centre of the Northern
Perimeter Road. There have been no recorded exceedences of the 1-hour mean objective/limit value at this
site since 1997, and in the majority of years, the maximum recorded level has been well below the 200 pg/m3
threshold.

Therefore, based on empirical monitoring evidence, it is considered extremely unlikely that the small increase
in peak-hour aircraft movements at the Airport resulting from the CADP would cause any exceedences on
the 1-hour mean objective/limit value for nitrogen dioxide. Accordingly, the requirement for any detailed
modelling has been scoped out.

Background Contributions

The ADMS-Airport model predicts pollutant concentrations from those sources of emissions that have been
explicitly included in the model (as defined above). It is also necessary to take account of the contribution
from other pollutant sources that are not explicitly included — normally referred to as the “background
contribution”.

Background pollutant concentrations were obtained from national background pollutant maps published by
Defra. These include modelling background concentrations for the whole country, published in a 1 x 1 km
grid. These are published as total background pollutant concentrations, but are broken down by source
contribution including road, rail, airport, domestic, industrial and rural sources.

In order to improve the spatial representation of the background pollutant concentrations, receptor-specific
background concentrations have been calculated by interpolation of the mapped background concentrations
using “kriging” ®4 This has been carried out using the Surfer 8 geostatistical software.

In order to avoid ‘double counting’ of airport-related pollution sources, the ‘airport’ contributions to the
background mapped concentrations have been removed. This has been carried out using the Background
Sector Removal Tool, which is published by Defra for use with the background maps ®% The ‘in-square’
contributions of motorways, trunk roads and principal roads have also been removed from the background
map calculations, as these sources are all explicitly included in the ADMS-Roads traffic model.

Odours

There is no straightforward way to quantify the potential odour effects associated with airport operations.
There is no published evidence to suggest that there are any physiological health effects associated with
exposure to VOCs at the concentrations at which airport odours are detectable, and the principal concern is
related to nuisance or loss of amenity. A number of studies have attempted to draw comparison between an
expansion in airport operations and the number of complaints that are received. One of the largest reported
surveys was undertaken by Stansted Airport Ltd between August and November 2005 ), during which

54
55
56

“Kriging is a geostatistical gridding method that is used to prepare contour maps.
Available at: http://lagm.defra.gov.uk/maps/maps2010.html
BAA (2008). Generation 2 Environmental Statement Volume 4: Air Quality.
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period the airport invited some 14,000 local residents to report any incidents of odour annoyance. During the
survey period, only a very small number (99 in total) of responses were received, the majority of these from
residents living a relatively large distance from the airport. The study concluded that:

“One of the critical aspects of the work has been the low levels of data and information gathered
following requests to the local community. There are no persistent reports of odour as there are

with noise for example.

Without further accurate data and information it is not possible to draw many conclusions about
correlations between odour and other factors such as meteorological data because any such
correlations would not stand up to statistical challenge and would be supposition. So, although
general trends have been found that when prompted, a small number of people living locally will
indicate that they have experienced an odour occurrence, it has not been possible to deduce any
of the causes or factors related to odour occurrences from this study”

The Stansted study also included an assessment of the relationship between odour complaints and the
number of air traffic movements at four major airports (Heathrow, Gatwick, Manchester and Birmingham).
The study concluded that there was no clear relationship between odour complaints and the number of
aircraft movements, and that the number of complaints recorded each year, even at large airports such as
Gatwick and Birmingham, are extremely low and in single figures.

As part of the legal agreement associated with the 2009 planning approval, the Airport commissioned a pilot
study to investigate Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) concentrations and the prevalence of airport-related
odours ®”. The study comprised of walk-around surveys to record the presence of odours, and included
VOC monitoring using a low sensitivity (ppb) Photo-lonisation Detector (PID). Several important conclusions
were drawn from this study:

a) Airport-related odours were perceived in the vicinity of the Airport at times when measured VOC
concentrations remained at background concentrations. Given the relatively high odour threshold of
aviation kerosene (1,000 to 10,000 ppb), it was concluded airport-related odours are probably
associated with organic hydrocarbons produced by the pyrolysis of kerosene in the jet engine, i.e.
associated with what are sometimes called ‘burnt’ hydrocarbons; and

b) The greatest potential for odour emissions is believed to occur during aircraft taxi movements after
landing, when thrust settings are low and the engine components are very hot.

A commonly-applied approach in some airport assessments is to base the odour assessment on the change
in aircraft-related VOC emissions. However, there is no evidence to correlate total aircraft-related VOC
concentrations with the human perception of odours. Moreover, given that airport-odours are unlikely to be
related to total VOCs, any such correlation is expected to be very weak.

57 AQC (2010). Measurement of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) Concentrations and Odours. Report No. 1004/5/F1.
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9.135 A variation on this general modelling approach was undertaken at Copenhagen Airport in 2002 ®®- This
study quantified odour emissions from aircraft engines using actual fuel flow and emissions measurements,
odour panel results, engine specific data and aircraft operational data, and used this information to predict
odour concentrations. Important outcomes from the study were a calculated odour emission rate from the
aircraft engines of 57 Odour Units (OUE)59 per milligramme of hydrocarbon, and the identification that the
majority of the odorous emissions (97%) occurred whilst aircraft engines were running at idle. The
calculations were carried out for only a limited number of engine types (predominantly the JT8D-219, which
is not in use at The Airport) and the study recognised that “the uncertainties become large when the
experimental data is used to estimate the odour emissions for all aircraft engines”.

9.136  Notwithstanding the above caveats, the outcome of the Copenhagen study has recently been used in a study
to assess potential odour effects at Farnborough Airport ©9 The study included measurements of VOCs and
an olfactometry study, but the results were inconclusive and no use was made of the data in forming any
conclusions. The study also used the odour emission rate derived from the Copenhagen study, only taking
account of aircraft emissions during idle mode (on stand and taxiing), which produced results that seemed

credible in comparison to the records of odour complaints.

9.137 A similar approach has been adopted for this assessment. Hydrocarbon emissions have been quantified
from aircraft operations in idle mode using the approach outlined above. An odour emission rate of 57
OUg/mg-HC has then been applied.

Meteorological Data

9.138 Hourly sequential meteorological data for the most recent three years (2012-2014) were obtained from the
Meteorological Office station at the Airport. Wind roses for each year are shown in Appendix 9.5A. The 2014
Baseline Year assessment was undertaken using the 2014 meteorological data (together with the 2014
emissions inventory); a sensitivity check was then carried out to determine the “worst-case” meteorological

dataset for future year scenarios, as described in Appendix 9.5.

9.139 Runway use at the Airport is determined by weather conditions. Runway 27 (westerly) is the preferred
runway, with 62% of operations in 2014; however, when the wind direction is from the east, runway 09
(easterly) is used. The Airport provided details of runway allocation for each departure and arrival during
2014. These data showed a strong correlation demonstrating that during easterly wind conditions (between 0
degrees and 180 degrees), aircraft operated from Runway 09, whereas during westerly wind conditions
(between 180 degrees and 360 degrees), aircraft operated from Runway 27. Therefore, in the ADMS-Airport
model, runway allocation has been determined by wind direction. During hours where winds occur in the
sectors 0 - 180° Runway 09 is assumed to be in use, and sources using Runway 27 are “switched off”".

58 Winther M, Kousgaard U and Oxbol A (2006) Calculation of odour emissions from aircraft engines at Copenhagen Airport,
Sci Tot Env, 366, 218-232.
59 In simple terms, olfactometry is the technique used to measure the concentration of an odour by taking samples of odorous

air and then evaluating the number of dilutions at which the sample is only detected by 50% of the odour panel. The number
of dilutions required to achieve this odour threshold is expressed as odour units per cubic metre.
60 ARUP (2009). Farnborough Airport — Odour Assessment
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During hours with winds occurring in the sectors 180 — 360°, Runway 27 is assumed to be in use and
sources using Runway 09 are “switched off”.

NOx to NO, Relationship

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) concentrations have been calculated from the predicted NOx concentrations using
the NO, from NOXx calculator available on the Defra air quality website ©3 This calculator requires an
estimate of the proportion of primary NO» (f-NO). This was calculated individually for each receptor
(including each gridded receptor for contour plotting) based on the relative contribution of different sources to
total locally-generated NOx concentrations. For road vehicles, representative values of f-NO; are contained
within the ‘NO, from NOXx calculator’. For aircraft, f-NO, values obtained from the National Atmospheric
Emissions Inventory were used ©_For all other sources, including APUs, MGPUSs, training fires and terminal
boiler plant, an f-NO; values of either 5% or 15% were assumed.

Assessment of Particulate Matter Concentrations

The guidance issued by EPUK/IAQM recommends that PM; s is used to assess the impacts of combustion
sources (including road traffic and aircraft emissions) rather than PMiq, as the air quality objective is much

lower, and therefore represents a conservative approach.

Where PMso is assessed, a derived annual mean criterion of 32 pg/m3 has been used, based on the
threshold at which the daily mean objective (no more than 35 days > 50 pg/m?) is exceeded, following
EPUK/IAQM guidance.

Spatial and Temporal Representation of Emissions

Emissions occur at different locations and over different time periods. The spatial representation of sources
has been undertaken using a combination of line, point, area and volume sources. Aircraft taxiing and
holding emissions were represented as line sources based on schematic taxi routes from the stands, to and
from the runway. Emissions during take-off roll were distributed between the start-of-roll point on the runway
and the estimated point of ‘wheels-off’.

Aircraft movements, including taxiing, take-off, initial climb, climb-out, approach and landing roll-out are all
contained within an “airfile” in ADMS-Airport. This file contains information on the geometry of individual
aircraft, the engine exhaust parameters (exit velocity, temperature and diameter), the geometry of the LTO
cycle (e.g. taxiway start and end points, take-off start and end points, approach start and end points etc.), the

times in mode, and the aircraft emissions.

Each aircraft movement between spatial nodes is included as a separate line in the airfile. ADMS-Airport
then treats each source as a series of fixed jet sources between each node point. Each line of the airfile is

assigned an “NT number”, which is the number of fixed jet sources along its length. For each part of the LTO

61

NAEI Report: Available online at:
http://naei.defra.gov.uk/datawarehouse/3_9_324 136262_primary_no2_emission_factors_for_aviation_and_other_transport

_sources_2010naei_v1.pdf
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cycle, there is a maximum jet source spacing, which is used to calculate NT. i.e. NT = (distance between
aircraft start and end points) / (max jet-source spacing).

The emission rates contained within the airfile are annual average emission rates based on the number of
movements of a particular aircraft or group of aircraft, assuming 100% usage of both Runway 09 and
Runway 27. A time-varying emission file was then used to apportion the movements to the runways on an
hour-by-hour basis, depending on wind direction.

The Airport is permitted to operate flights between 0630-2230 hrs (weekdays), 0630-1300 hrs (Saturdays)
and 1230-2230 hrs (Sundays), however, Airport activity data shows that Airport activities on the ground
(aprons) occur between 0500-2300 hrs (weekdays), 0500-1300 hrs (Saturdays) and 1200-2300 hrs
(Sundays). All emissions arising from Airport-related sources have therefore been assumed to take place
between these hours.

Climb-out and approach trajectories have been calculated from information provided by the Airport. This
includes the minimum angle of approach (5.5 degrees) as well as indicative times between lift-off and
throttle-back, approach and landing, and estimated aircraft speeds during these movements.

Emissions from airside ground activities, including the use of APUs and MGPUSs, airside vehicle movements,
aircraft ground runs, and aircraft main engine idling on stand (the time between engine start-up and start of
taxi-out on departure) have been modelled as a series of volume sources, covering the main apron areas
(Stands 1-10, Stands 12-14, Stands 21-24, and the Jet Centre including Stand 15). Airside vehicle emissions
and MGPU emissions are low-level and have therefore been modelled as volume sources with a depth of 2m
and a source centre height of 1m. APU, aircraft ground running, and aircraft main engine idling emissions
have an initial release height, as the jet engines/APU units are elevated on the aircraft fuselage, and the
emissions are hot, giving them a degree of buoyancy. To account for this, APU and aircraft ground running
emissions have been modelled as volume sources with a depth of 4m and a source centre height of 3m. The
volume sources have been included in the time-varying emission file such that the emissions are switched off
outside of Airport hours of apron activity (as described in paragraph 9.144).

For the With CADP scenarios, the volume sources representing Stands 21-24 have been extended to
represent the new eastern apron. Emissions from the terminal building, car parks and taxi feeder park were
represented as area sources, at terminal roof or ground level height as appropriate. Emissions from the fire
training area were represented as a volume source with a depth of 1m and source centre height of 2.5m to
account for the initial buoyancy of hot LPG combustion emissions. Emissions from the Tate & Lyle gas and
gas-oil boilers were represented as point sources.

Emissions from the landside road network were calculated and assigned on a link-by-link basis. Road
speeds were based on local speed limits, and were reduced close to junctions to take account of
decelerating and accelerating vehicles, queuing and congestion.

Emissions from the taxi ranks servicing the Airport were modelled as a line source.
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Model Verification

The process of model verification refers to a comparison between the predicted and locally-measured
pollutant concentrations. Model verification may or may not result in an adjustment of predicted results
depending on the outcomes and/or the source types being considered.

Comparison of the annual mean modelled nitrogen dioxide concentrations in 2014 with monitored
concentrations at sites within the Airport’s Air Quality Measurement Programme (16 diffusion tube sites and
two continuous sites) in 2014, shows the model over-predicts concentrations by around 4%, on average, as
shown in Figure 9.4.

Figure 9.4 — Nitrogen Dioxide — Monitored vs Modelled NO, (ug/m3)
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LAQM.TG(09) provides guidance on the evaluation of model performance. Based on the data shown in
Figure 9.4, the calculated correlation coefficient is -0.15, the Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) is 3.04 pg/m®,
and the Fractional Bias is -0.04. LAQM.TG(09) notes that where RMSE values are above 25% of the
objective (i.e. 10 ug/m3) that model inputs and verification should be checked. It further notes that “ideally an
RMSE value within 10% of the objective (4 pg/m®) should be achieved”. The model performance in this
assessment complies with this guidance, and is considered to be good.

The ideal value for the Fractional Bias is 0.0; the calculated value of -0.04 is not large and represents the
model over-predicting concentrations. The model has not been adjusted for this small bias, and therefore
represents a worst-case assumption.

CADP - Updated Environmental Statement (September 2015) 37

Appendix AQ.1.8



9.157

9.158

9.159

9.160

9.161

The Airport undertakes PM1p monitoring at City Aviation House (CAH). The annual mean PM1o concentration
measured at this site was 22 pg/m?® in 2014; this compares with a predicted concentration of 21.7 ug/m®. The
model performance for PMyg is considered to be good and there has been no adjustment of the results.

There is no local monitoring of PM2 s against which a comparison of modelling results can be made. The
modelled PM_ s concentrations have therefore not been adjusted, in line with the modelled concentrations of
nitrogen dioxide and PMio.

Uncertainty in Modelling Predictions

There are many components that contribute to the uncertainty of modelling predictions. The model used in
this assessment is dependent upon the data that have been input, which will have inherent uncertainties
associated with them. There are then additional uncertainties, as the model is required to simplify real-world
conditions into a series of algorithms. An important stage in the process is model verification, which involves
comparing the model output with measured concentrations (see above). The level of confidence in the
verification process is necessarily enhanced when data from an automatic analyser have been used, as has
been the case for this assessment. Because the model has been verified and shown to be performing well,
there can be reasonable confidence in the prediction of Baseline Year (2014) concentrations.

Predicting pollutant concentrations in a future year will always be subject to greater uncertainty. For obvious
reasons, the model cannot be verified in the future, and it is necessary to rely on a series of projections as to
what will happen to aircraft and road vehicle emissions, aircraft and road traffic volumes, and background
pollutant concentrations. A disparity between the road transport emission projections and measured annual
mean concentrations of nitrogen oxides and nitrogen dioxide was however, identified by Defra in 2011,
based on monitoring over the period 2004 to 2009 “®. This applied across the UK, although the effect
appeared to be greatest in inner London; there was also considerable inter-site variation. Emission
projections over the 6 to 8 years up to 2011 have suggested that both annual mean nitrogen oxides and
nitrogen dioxide concentrations should have fallen by around 15-25%, while at many monitoring sites levels
remained relatively stable, or had even shown a slight increase. This pattern is mirrored in some of the
monitoring data assembled for this study, as set out below, although there is a statistically significant
downward trend at the two automatic sites in the Airport’s Air Quality Measurement Programme and at some
sites in the adjacent boroughs (Greenwich Burrage Grove, Greenwich Eltham, Newham Cam Road,

Newham Wren Close and Tower Hamlets Blackwall) in the more recent period 2010-2014.

The reason for the disparity is thought to relate to the on-road performance of modern diesel vehicles. New
vehicles registered in the UK have to meet progressively tighter European type approval emissions
categories, referred to as "Euro” standards. While the nitrogen oxides emissions from newer vehicles should
be lower than those from equivalent older vehicles, the on-road performance of some modern diesel vehicles
has proven to be no better than that of earlier models. There is a widespread consensus that the Euro VI
emissions standard for Heavy Duty Vehicles is delivering as expected. The emissions standard for Euro 6
Light Duty Vehicles is being delivered in two stages (often referred to as “Euro 6a/b” and “Euro 6c¢”). Euro
6a/b vehicles are currently on the road, and Euro 6c¢ is expected to be introduced from about 2018 onwards.

The Euro 6 emissions standard is unchanged between Euro 6a/b and Euro 6c, but the test procedure is
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9.162

9.163

9.164

9.165

9.166

different — the latter is based on Portable Emissions Measurement Systems (PEMS) to ensure that emissions
during real-world driving conditions are fully considered.

The emission factors for Euro 6a/b are incorporated into Defra’s Emission Factor Toolkit (EFT v6.0.2) which
has been used for this assessment (and which are based on COPERT4v10). COPERT4v10 assumes Euro 6
diesel cars and Light Goods Vehicles to have NOx emissions 65% lower than Euro 5, and with a Conformity
Factor of 2.8 ®®  The COPERT4v1l report was published in September 2014 and contains updated
emissions factors for both Euro 5/V and Euro 6/VI vehicles, and confirms that the current assumption in
EFTv6.0.2 for Euro 6a/b is correct. It also confirms that NOx emissions from Euro 6c vehicles are expected
to be lower with a Conformity Factor of about 1.5.

The implications for this assessment are that the absolute nitrogen dioxide concentrations predicted in 2020
may be higher than shown, when based on the revised emissions reduction forecasts. Despite the belief that
the emissions factors are now more realistic, there remains some uncertainty in the short term. To account
for this uncertainty in the projections, sensitivity checks have been conducted assuming that the future
(2020) road traffic emissions per vehicle are unchanged from 2014 values. The predictions within this
sensitivity check are likely to be over-pessimistic, as new vehicles meeting more stringent standards (Euro
6a/b) came into service from 2013/14. The Defra forecast figures indicate by 2020 there will be a roughly
70% penetration of Euro VI HDVs (the most polluting vehicles), and a roughly 58% penetration of Euro 6
LDVs. These new vehicles are expected to deliver real on-road reductions in nitrogen oxides emissions.

By 2025, Defra forecast that there will be a 95% penetration of Euro VI HDVs, and an 85% penetration of
Euro 6 LDVs in London. In addition, by 2025 there will be an increasing proportion of Euro 6c vehicles in the
fleet (approximately 40%), and the reduced NOx emissions associated with these vehicles have not been
taken into account (as the COPERT4v11 emissions are not in EFTv6.0.2). It is therefore not considered
appropriate to include sensitivity checks for the 2023 and 2025 assessment years.

It must also be borne in mind that the predictions in all future years are based on worst-case assumptions
regarding the increase in traffic flows, such that all planned/committed developments that may have an
impact on the study area are assumed to be fully operational, and an additional “growth factor” has been
applied to take account of other potential developments in the area. This is likely to have overestimated the
effects, which will, in part, offset any potential underestimation as described above.

Air Quality Neutral

The guidance relating to air quality neutral follows a tiered approach, such that all developments are required
to comply with minimum standards for gas boilers, Combined Heat and Power (CHP) plant and biomass
plant. Compliance with ‘air quality neutral’ is then founded on a comparison with emissions benchmarks that
have been established for both building (energy) use and road transport, in different areas of London.
Developments that exceed the benchmarks are required to implement on-site or off-site mitigation to offset
the excess emissions.

62

APRIL (2015) Air Pollution Research in London: Joint Meeting of the Emissions Measurement and Modelling and

Transport Group, 24 February 2015. Report available at www.april-network.org

CADP — Updated Environmental Statement (September 2015) 39

Appendix AQ.1.8



9.167

9.168

9.169

9.170

9.171

Baseline Conditions (2014)

LBN has investigated air quality within its area as part of its responsibilities under the LAQM regime and has
identified road traffic as the primary source of poor air quality in the borough. In 2002, the Council concluded
that it would not meet the statutory objectives for two pollutants, nitrogen dioxide (annual mean) and PM1g
(24 hour mean) and designated an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) extending alongside the major
roads in the Borough including North Woolwich Road, Connaught Crossing, Silvertown Way, Royal Albert
Way and Royal Docks Road. However, the Airport and the roads to the south of it, including Hartmann Road
and Albert Road, lie outside the AQMA boundary.

Monitoring At and Around the Airport

Information on existing pollutant concentrations in the vicinity of the Airport has been derived from a number
of sources. These include:

a) Monitoring carried out by the Airport as part of its legal agreement associated with the 2009 planning
permission to expand to 120,000 “noise-factored” movements;

b)  Monitoring carried out in the LBN and adjacent local authorities; and

c) Estimated backgground concentrations for the study area derived from national maps available on the Air
Quality Archive ©.

Monitoring Carried out by the Airport

A programme of ambient air quality monitoring was established by the Airport in 2006. This monitoring
programme has now been incorporated into the legal agreement associated with the 2009 planning
permission, and forms part of the Air Quality Measurement Programme (AQMP). The AQMP includes an
automatic monitoring station situated on the roof of City Aviation House (‘LCA-CAH’) which measures
concentrations of nitrogen dioxide and PMyo, and a network of nitrogen dioxide diffusion tubes located
around the Airport and close to local housing. It is important to note that not all of the diffusion tube sites
represent relevant public exposure, and they have been included in the AQMP to provide a better
understanding of the spatial distribution of nitrogen dioxide concentrations in the vicinity of the Airport. In
particular, there is no relevant exposure in terms of the annual mean objective at the waterfront to the north
of Royal Albert Dock (sites LCA04, LCA11, LCA14, LCA16 and LCAL17), at the Jet Centre apron (LCA10), or
within Silvertown Quay (LCA03), as denoted on Figures 9.5 and 9.6 (see below).

In addition to the formal requirements of the AQMP, the Airport has commissioned a second automatic
monitoring station adjacent to the Newham Dockside building, which is to the north of the Royal Albert Dock.
This station (LCA-ND) measures nitrogen dioxide.

The location of the automatic monitors and the diffusion tube sites is shown in Figures 9.5 and 9.6. A
summary of the automatic monitoring data collected over the five-year period January 2010 to December
2014 is provided in Tables 9.7 and 9.8; the diffusion tube data are summarised in Table 9.9.

63

Defra 2015. UK Air Quality Archive, available on the internet at www.airquality.co.uk
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Table 9.7 - Summary of Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,) Monitoring in LCY AQMP (2010-2014)

Annual Mean
LCA-CAH 35 33 35 32 30
LCA-ND 39 30° 30 27 29
No. Hours > 200 pg/m®
LCA-CAH 0 0 0 0 0
LCA-ND 0 0 3 0 0

1. Data capture in 2011 was low (63%) due to an instrument fault. The measured value has been annualised according
to procedures recommended by Defra in LAQM.TG(09)
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Table 9.8 - Summary of PM;, Monitoring in LCY AQMP (2010-2014)"

Site 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Annual Mean
LCA-CAH 22 [ 24 \ 21 [ 23 | 22
No. Days > 50 pg/m®
LCA-CAH 2 | 16 \ 9 | 5 | 7
Notes

1. Concentrations reported as Volatile Correction Method (VCM) adjusted TEOM values

9.172  There have been no recorded exceedences of the nitrogen dioxide or PM1o objectives at the automatic sites
since monitoring commenced. There were a number of recorded exceedences of the annual mean nitrogen
dioxide objective at some of the diffusion tubes sites in 2011 and 2012 but none of these were at locations
relevant to public exposure.
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Figure 9.5 — Automatic Monitoring Sites in LCY AQMP. © Crown Copyright 2015. All rights reserved. Licence number 100020449.
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Flgure 9.6 - Diffusion Tube Monitoring Locations in LCY AQMP © Crown Copyright 2015. All rights reserved. Licence number 100020449.
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Table 9.9: Summary of LCY AQMP Nitrogen Dioxide Diffusion Tube Data 2010-2014

(pg/m")

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

LCAO1 Top qf Parker Street, adjacent to 342 315 322 329 28.1
housing

LCA02 Camel Road, adjacent to nearest 372 333 327 378 26.5
property on Hartmann Street

LCA03 Access road in Silvertown Quay.
Approx. 36 metres from kerbside of 34.4 32.6 33.0 30.0 29.7
main road

LCAO4 Waterf_ront to east end of Newham 39.9 411 43.2 33.4 32.3
Dockside

LCAO05 Straight Road, at kerbside 31.7 28.9 29.9 275 29.2

LCA06 Pedestrian walkway adjacent to

nearest housing at Gallions Way 33.0 335 82.1 1.2 32.3

LCAO07 Landing Lights 33.3 32.8 33.1 30.4 31.9
LCAO8 Brixham Street 29.3 28.7 28.4 25.9 28.2
LCA09 City Aviation House 34.1 31.1 30.8 29.9 315
LCA10 Jet Centre — airside 38.4 39.4 36.7 34.7 325
LCAl1l We_lterfrc_)nt, eastern end of the 377 36.4 347 31.9 331
University of East London
LCA12 ILS, to north of runway and south of
Royal Albert Dock 324 32.3 29.5 28.5 31.2
LCA13 North \_/vest corner of Newham 35.2 33.7 29.6 30.0 32.3
Dockside
LCA14 Waterfront at Wgstern end of 374 36.1 333 316 33.7
Newham Dockside
LCA15 Kerbside (approx 1 m) of Royal 36.7 313 332 316 322
Albert Way
LCA16 Waterfront, approx 180 m east of 35.7 336 435 315 29.0
Newham Dockside
LCA17 North west of site 16, approx 85 m
back from Waterfront 36.9 36.6 ) ) )
LCA18 Newham Dockside analyser - 34.0 34.2 29.0 27.7
LCA19 Waterfront, approximately 460m east

of Newham Dockside ) 1.7 34.8 30.9 313

Notes

1. Exceedences of the objective (40 ug/m3) are shown in bold.

2. All data bias-adjusted using local factors derived from co-located triplicate tubes at LCA-CAH and a
single tube at LCA-ND.

3. Land between the Royal Dock and the A1020 was used as an Olympic Coach Park during July and
August 2012, and there was intermittent use of this site from January 2012 onwards. In addition,
there were also berthed ships in the Dock and generators in the Coach Park. Emissions from these
local sources may have affected measured concentrations at some sites in 2012, notably LCA04 and
LCALlS6.

Monitoring Carried Out by Local Authorities

9.173  Air quality monitoring is also carried out by LBN and other, nearby local authorities (London Boroughs of
Tower Hamlets and Greenwich). Data from a number of automatic monitoring sites within the proximity of
the Airport have been derived from the London Air Quality Network ©9 These include Greenwich
Millennium Village (classified as an “Industrial” site), Newham Wren Close and Tower Hamlets Poplar
(Urban Background), Newham Cam Road, Greenwich Burrage Grove, Greenwich Woolwich Flyover and
Tower Hamlets Blackwall (Roadside). The data are summarised in Tables 9.10, 9.11 and 9.12 for nitrogen
dioxide, PM1o and PM; 5 respectively.

64 London Air Quality Network (2011). [Online], Available at www.londonair.org.uk.

CADP — Updated Environmental Statement (September 2015)

45

Appendix AQ.1.8



9.174 Monitoring of nitrogen dioxide concentrations is also carried out by LBN using diffusion tube samplers.
There are two sites in close proximity to the Airport, one located on the western side of the main access
road into the Airport car parks, and one close to the Gallions Way roundabout. The annual mean

concentrations for 2009 to 2014 are shown in Table 9.13. It should be noted that the site at the Airport car

park is not representative of public exposure.

Table 9.10 - Summary of Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,) Monitoring at Local Authority Sites
(2009-2014)

Site 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Annual Mean (ug/m°)

G.reenW|ch Millennium 36.4 35.7 330 37 ) )

Village

Newham Wren Close 38.4 38.4 39.0 38 32 34

Tower Hamlets Poplar 36.2 39.8 N/A 33 - -

Newham Cam Road 52.8 52.5 a7 43 40 39

Greenwich Burrage Grove 49.1 52.7 43 45 45 38

Greenwich Woolwich 825 735 67 71 65 75

Flyover

Tower Hamlets Blackwall 63.9 72.8 63 61 58 59
No. Hours > 200 pg/m®

G_reenW|ch Millennium 0 0 0 5 )

Village

Newham Wren Close 1 2 0 0 0 0

Tower Hamlets Poplar 0 22 N/A 0 - -

Newham Cam Road 4 13 0 0 1 1

Greenwich Burrage Grove 3 1 1 1 0 0

Greenwich Woolwich 53 38 6 27 8 26

Flyover

Tower Hamlets Blackwall 2 7 0 0 0 1

2012

2013

Table 9.11 - Summary of PM;, Monitoring at Local Authority Sites (2009-2014)"

Appendix AQ.1.8

Annual Mean (ug/m*)
Greenwich 2
Millennium Village 19.6 221 25 23 ) )
Newham Wren Close 23.6 21.7° 27 - -
Tower Hamlets 22.0 217 23 21 . .
Poplar
Newham Cam Road 27.2 26.7° 28 - 31 29
Greenwich Burrage 251 278 o8 27 ) )
Grove
Greenwich Woolwich 37.0 32 52 35 32 32 )
Flyoverl
Tower Hamlets 341 29 92 28 26 28
Blackwall ]
No. Days > 50 pg/m®

Greenwich >
Millennium Village 12 9 25 21 ) )
Newham Wren Close 7(37) 3 14(42.7) -
Tower Hamlets 7 6 18 9 ) )
Poplar
Newham Cam Road 10 12(39.2)° 16(45) - 23 26
Greenwich Burrage 0 17 32 28 ) )
Grove
Greenwich Woolwich 44 332 42 33 26 )
Flyover
Tower Hamlets 43 182 32 o5 24
Blackwall

Notes

1. Concentrations reported as Volatile Correction Method (VCM) adjusted TEOM values unless

otherwise stated. Exceedences of the objective are shown in bold.
2. Concentrations measured using FDMS in 2010 - 2014.
CADP — Updated Environmental Statement (September 2015)
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3. For years where the data capture is less than 90%, the 90" percentile of 24-hour means is given in
parentheses.

Table 9.12 - Summary of PM, s Monitoring at Local Authority Sites (2009-2014)l

2009 2010 2011 2012 2014

Annual Mean (ug/m®)
Greenwich Millennium 15.5 16.5 19.1 15.2 15.5 15.4
Village
Greenwich Burrage Grove 19.6 19.9 24.7 18.1 17.8 17.2
Tower Hamlets Blackwall 19.1 18.1 N/A 15.2 16.4 16.1
Notes

1. Concentrations measured using FDMS in 2010 - 2014.

Table 9.13 - LBN Annual Mean Nitrogen Dioxide (pg/ms) Diffusion Tube Monitoring (2010-
2014). Data have been bias-adjusted by LBN.

2011 2012
Airport Car Park 37.1 33.5 39.0 36.0 35.7
Galleons Way Roundabout 36.9 34.0 34.0 32.0 34.8

Trends in Measured Concentrations

9.175 A detailed analysis of trends in measured annual mean nitrogen dioxide concentrations has been carried
out for monitoring sites in east London, in the 2014 Annual Report for the AQMP ©9_ This has shown a
statistically significant downward trend at both sites in the AQMP (LCA-CAH and LCA-ND) and at five
monitoring sites in Newham and the neighbouring boroughs (Greenwich Burrage Grove, Greenwich
Eltham, Newham Cam Road, Newham Wren Close and Tower Hamlets Blackwall). There is also evidence
of a downward trend in concentrations measured at some of the diffusion tube sites in the AQMP (see
Figure 9.7). There also appears to be evidence of a slight downward trend in annual mean PMjg

concentrations at all sites. The implications of this are discussed in the section on Uncertainty.

65 Air Quality Consultants (2015) London City Airport Air Quality Measurement Programme: 2014 Annual Report

CADP - Updated Environmental Statement (September 2015)

47

Appendix AQ.1.8



Figure 9.7 — Trends in Annual Mean Nitrogen Dioxide Concentrations (2010-2014) at
AQMP Diffusion Tube Sites
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Mapped Background Concentrations
9.176  The background concentrations across the study area have been defined using the national pollution

maps (“background maps”) published by Defra ©® These cover the whole country on a 1x1 km grid and
are published for each year from 2011 until 2030. The maps include the influence of emissions from a
range of different sources, one of which is road traffic. As noted above, there are some concerns that
Defra may have over-predicted the rate at which road traffic emissions of nitrogen oxides will fall in the
near future. The maps currently in use were verified against measurements made during 2011 at a large
number of automatic monitoring stations and so there can be reasonable confidence that the maps are
representative of conditions during 2011. Similarly, there is reasonable confidence that the reductions
which Defra predicts from other sectors (e.g. rail and industry etc.) will be achieved.

9.177 Measured 2014 background concentrations from across east London have been compared with
concentrations derived from the background maps. These comparisons are shown in Appendix 9.6. The
mapped 2014 concentrations of nitrogen dioxide correlate well with the measured concentrations and
therefore the raw, mapped 2014 background concentrations have been used in the assessment. Mapped
PMso concentrations are slightly higher (+3.5%) than the measured data, but no adjustment has been

made, representing a conservative assumption.

9.178 Two separate sets of 2020 background nitrogen dioxide and nitrogen oxides concentrations have been
used for the future-year assessment. The 2020 background ‘without emissions reduction’ has been
calculated using road traffic components of background nitrogen oxides held constant at 2014 values,
whilst 2020 data are taken for the other components. Nitrogen dioxide has then been calculated using

66 Defra (2015) Defra Air Quality Website, [Online], Available: http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/quality/air/airquality/

CADP - Updated Environmental Statement (September 2015)

48

Appendix AQ.1.8



(67)

Defra’s background nitrogen dioxide calculator The 2020 background ‘with emissions reduction’

assumes that Defra’s revised background reductions occur as predicted.

9.179 As explained in the section on model uncertainty, it would be unrealistic to assume no change in vehicle
emissions post-2020, as there will be a substantial penetration of Euro VI/6 vehicles by this time. Defra’s
predicted reductions in background nitrogen oxides and nitrogen dioxide concentrations have thus been
assumed to apply in both 2023 and 2025.

9.180 For PM3p and PMy s, there is no strong evidence that Defra’s predictions are unrealistic and so the year-
specific mapped concentrations have been used in this assessment.

National Compliance

9.181 There are a number of AURN monitoring sites in the Greater London agglomeration that measured
exceedences of the annual mean limit value for nitrogen dioxide in 2014, but none of these sites are in

close proximity to the Airport. The national map ©®

of roadside annual mean nitrogen dioxide
concentrations, used by Defra to report compliance with the limit value to the European Commission,
identifies exceedences of the limit value along many roads in London, including sections of Royal Albert
Way, Connaught Bridge Road and North Woolwich Road (51 ug/mg), the A13 Newham Way (63 ug/m3),
Royal Docks Road (73 pg/m3), and the A12 and A102 north and south of the Blackwall Tunnel (104
ug/m3). The national maps of roadside PM1p and PMzs concentrations show no exceedences of the limit
value anywhere in London. These maps are for 2012 concentrations; detailed maps of predicted

concentrations in later years are not available.

Complaints

9.182 The Airport operates an environmental complaint handling procedure by which anyone can contact the
Airport to register a complaint or request information about Airport operations. Complaints or requests for
information can be registered by telephone, post, email or via the Airport website. Each complaint or
request for information is registered by the Airport, and then investigated and resolved where practical. All
environmental complaints and enquiries are reported to the London Borough of Newham. A summary of
the complaints related to air quality issues since April 2000 is shown in Table 9.14 below. Very few
complaints are recorded in each year, and there is no evidence that there has been any increase over the
past 10 years.

Table 9.14 - Summary of Recorded Complaints at LCY
Period No. Complaints Nature of Complaint

Apr 2001 — Mar 2002 Airport odours
Apr 2002 — Mar 2003 Airport odours
Apr 2003 — Mar 2004

Apr 2004 — Mar 2005
Apr 2005 — Mar 2006

Apr 2006 — Mar 2007
Apr 2007 — Mar 2008
Apr 2008 — Mar 2009
Apr 2009 — Mar 2010
Apr 2010 — Mar 2011

Smoke

Airport odours
Airport odours
Airport odours

Airport odours

O, ORI FLINNO|IRFR|IF

67 Defra (2012) Defra Air Quality Website, [Online], Available: http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/quality/air/airquality/
68 http://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/data/gis-mapping
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Apr 2011 — Mar 2012 0
Apr 2012 — Mar 2013
Apr 2013 — Mar 2014 0

o

Modelled Baseline (2014) Concentrations

9.183 The ADMS-Airport model has been used to predict 2014 Baseline pollutant concentrations at each of the
existing sensitive receptor locations identified in Table 9.6. The results are shown in Tables 9.15 to 9.18%.
The annual mean nitrogen dioxide (ug/ms) concentrations are also shown as an isopleth in Figure A7.1
(Appendix 9.7).

9.184  All predicted annual mean nitrogen dioxide, PM1o and PMzs concentrations are below the objective7°. All
of the predicted annual mean nitrogen dioxide concentrations are well below the 60 ug/m3 threshold
identified by Defra, and thus exceedences of the 1-hour mean objective are unlikely. These results are
consistent with the measured concentrations in the Airport's AQMP.

9.185 The highest predicted og™" percentile of 1-hour mean odour concentrations is 2.0 OUg/m?, at Hartmann
Road, to the south of the terminal. This is below the threshold for complaints related to moderately
offensive odours, and is consistent with the very small number of complaints related to “airport odours”.

69 Within the tables, “Airport NOx, PM1o or PM,s” concentrations include all Airport source contributions and “Road NOX,

PMy or PM, 5" concentrations include all landside traffic contributions.

4 While the annual mean PMj, objective is 40 pg/m?, 32 ug/m? is the annual mean concentration above which an
exceedence of the 24-hour mean PM;, concentration is possible, as outlined in LAQM.TG(09) (Defra, 2009). A value of 32 ug/m?
is thus used as a proxy to determine the likelihood of exceedence of the 24-hour mean PMy, objective, as recommended in
EPUK/IAQM Guidance
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Table 9.15 — Modelled Annual Mean Concentrations of NOx and NO, for 2014 Baseline (ug/m°)

REEEel {1 Description OS Grid Ref auRell Road NOx B Sealne| Total NO»
NOx NO,
R1 Camel Road/Hartmann Road 541982, 180307 7.7 5.5 294 354
R2 Camel Road/Parker Street 542133, 180303 9.7 4.2 29.7 35.9
R3 Parker Street (Portway Primary School) 542177, 180229 4.2 2.0 29.7 32.6
R4 Newland Street (opposite entrance to LCY car park) 542549, 180153 2.0 2.8 29.6 31.8
R5 Newland Street/Kennard Street 542687, 180145 1.5 1.2 29.3 30.5
R6 Brixham Street/Dockland Street 543127, 180121 0.9 0.6 27.8 28.5
R7 Platterns Court/Billingway Dock Head 543676, 180077 0.7 1.4 26.5 27.5
R8 Albert Road/Woolwich Manor Way 543709, 180015 0.6 6.7 26.3 29.8
R9 Robert Street adj Albert Road (north side) 543523, 179954 0.6 4.6 26.3 28.8
R10 Collier Close adj Gallions Way Roundabout (eastern side) 543715, 180875 1.6 11.0 27.1 32.9
R11 Yeoman Close adj Royal Albert Way 543612, 180883 1.7 4.1 27.2 30.0
R12 Straight Road/Campton Close 542826, 180920 1.4 2.9 28.9 31.0
R13 Mill Rd adj North Woolwich Road (west) 540854, 180110 0.4 7.9 28.8 32.7
R14 Connaught Road/Leonard Street 542321, 180086 1.7 6.3 29.6 33.3
R15 Gallions Primary School adj Royal Docks Road 543749, 181324 0.8 2.8 26.5 28.2
R16 Drew Road/Leonard Street 542306, 180219 3.9 3.6 29.8 33.3
R17 Woolwich Manor Way (UEL) 543800, 180701 1.7 4.4 27.1 30.0
R18 Woolwich Manor Way, (UEL) 543650, 180655 3.1 1.3 27.2 29.3
R18 (20m) Woolwich Manor Way, (UEL) 543650, 180655 2.7 0.8 27.2 28.9
R19 West Silvertown 1 540846, 180439 0.5 0.6 28.3 28.9
R19 (20m) West Silvertown 1 540846, 180439 0.5 0.5 28.3 28.8
R20 West Silvertown 2 540681, 180448 0.4 0.6 28.3 28.8
R20 (20m) West Silvertown 2 540681, 180448 0.4 0.5 28.3 28.8
R21 (20m) Flats on Drew Road 542050, 180261 3.0 1.0 29.5 314
R22 (20m) Flats on Docklands Street 543133, 180047 0.7 0.5 27.6 28.2
R22 (40m) Flats on Docklands Street 543133, 180047 0.7 0.3 27.6 28.0
R23 Gallions Quarter 543868, 180637 1.4 2.2 27.0 28.8
R23 (20m) Gallions Quarter 543868, 180637 14 0.7 27.0 28.0
R24 Gallions Quarter 543919, 180684 1.3 1.6 27.0 28.4
R24 (20m) Gallions Quarter 543919, 180684 1.2 0.8 27.0 27.9
R25 University of East London Student Accommodation 543478, 180695 3.2 1.1 27.5 29.5
R25 (10.5m) | University of East London Student Accommodation 543478, 180695 3.0 1.0 27.5 294
R26 Felixstowe Court 543810, 180174 0.8 5.2 26.6 29.5
R26 (10.5m) | Felixstowe Court 543810, 180174 0.8 1.0 26.6 27.5
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Appendix AQ.1.8




Table 9.16 — Modelled Annual Mean Concentrations of PM;, (ug/m®) for 2014 Baseline

Receptor ID Description OS Grid Ref Airport Road PMyg S5 G Total PM1o
PM3o PM3o
R1 Camel Road/Hartmann Road 541982, 180307 0.80 0.36 21.7 22.8
R2 Camel Road/Parker Street 542133, 180303 1.03 0.28 21.6 22.9
R3 Parker Street (Portway Primary School) 542177, 180229 0.45 0.13 21.6 22.1
R4 Newland Street (opposite entrance to LCY car park) 542549, 180153 0.21 0.18 21.4 21.8
R5 Newland Street/Kennard Street 542687, 180145 0.14 0.08 214 21.6
R6 Brixham Street/Dockland Street 543127, 180121 0.09 0.04 21.2 21.3
R7 Platterns Court/Billingway Dock Head 543676, 180077 0.07 0.10 20.8 21.0
R8 Albert Road/Woolwich Manor Way 543709, 180015 0.06 0.52 20.8 21.4
R9 Robert Street adj Albert Road (north side) 543523, 179954 0.05 0.36 20.9 21.3
R10 Collier Close adj Gallions Way Roundabout (eastern side) 543715, 180875 0.15 0.63 20.8 21.6
R11 Yeoman Close adj Royal Albert Way 543612, 180883 0.16 0.31 20.9 21.4
R12 Straight Road/Campton Close 542826, 180920 0.14 0.23 21.2 21.5
R13 Mill Rd adj North Woolwich Road (west) 540854, 180110 0.04 0.63 211 21.8
R14 Connaught Road/Leonard Street 542321, 180086 0.18 0.39 215 22.1
R15 Gallions Primary School adj Royal Docks Road 543749, 181324 0.07 0.22 20.8 21.1
R16 Drew Road/Leonard Street 542306, 180219 0.42 0.23 215 22.2
R17 Woolwich Manor Way (UEL) 543800, 180701 0.15 0.27 20.8 21.2
R18 Woolwich Manor Way, (UEL) 543650, 180655 0.27 0.08 21.0 21.3
R18 (20m) Woolwich Manor Way, (UEL) 543650, 180655 0.24 0.05 21.0 21.3
R19 West Silvertown 1 540846, 180439 0.05 0.05 21.3 214
R19 (20m) West Silvertown 1 540846, 180439 0.05 0.04 21.3 214
R20 West Silvertown 2 540681, 180448 0.04 0.05 21.2 21.3
R20 (20m) West Silvertown 2 540681, 180448 0.04 0.04 21.2 21.2
R21 Flats on Drew Road 542050, 180261 0.31 0.07 21.6 22.0
R22 (20m) Flats on Docklands Street 543133, 180047 0.07 0.03 21.2 21.3
R22 (40m) Flats on Docklands Street 543133, 180047 0.06 0.02 21.2 21.3
R23 Gallions Quarter 543868, 180637 0.13 0.16 20.7 21.0
R23 (20m) Gallions Quarter 543868, 180637 0.12 0.05 20.7 20.9
R24 Gallions Quarter 543919, 180684 0.11 0.11 20.6 20.8
R24 (20m) Gallions Quarter 543919, 180684 0.11 0.05 20.6 20.8
R25 University of East London Student Accommodation 543478, 180695 0.30 0.08 21.1 21.5
R25 (10.5m) | University of East London Student Accommodation 543478, 180695 0.29 0.07 21.1 21.5
R26 Felixstowe Court 543810, 180174 0.07 0.33 20.8 21.2
R26 (10.5m) | Felixstowe Court 543810, 180174 0.07 0.07 20.8 20.9
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Table 9.17 — Modelled Annual Mean Concentrations of PM, s for 2014 Baseline (ug/m°)

Receptor ID

Description

OS Grid Ref

Airport
PM, 5

Road
PM: s

Background
PM; 5

Total PM,s

R1 Camel Road/Hartmann Road 541982, 180307 0.80 0.22 15.2 16.2
R2 Camel Road/Parker Street 542133, 180303 1.03 0.17 15.1 16.3
R3 Parker Street (Portway Primary School) 542177, 180229 0.45 0.08 15.1 15.6
R4 Newland Street (opposite entrance to LCY car park) 542549, 180153 0.21 0.11 15.1 154
R5 Newland Street/Kennard Street 542687, 180145 0.14 0.05 15.0 15.2
R6 Brixham Street/Dockland Street 543127, 180121 0.09 0.03 14.9 15.0
R7 Platterns Court/Billingway Dock Head 543676, 180077 0.07 0.06 14.6 14.7
R8 Albert Road/Woolwich Manor Way 543709, 180015 0.06 0.32 145 14.9
R9 Robert Street adj Albert Road (north side) 543523, 179954 0.05 0.22 14.6 14.9
R10 Collier Close adj Gallions Way Roundabout (eastern side) 543715, 180875 0.15 0.40 14.6 151
R11 Yeoman Close adj Royal Albert Way 543612, 180883 0.16 0.19 14.7 15.0
R12 Straight Road/Campton Close 542826, 180920 0.14 0.14 14.9 15.1
R13 Mill Rd adj North Woolwich Road (west) 540854, 180110 0.04 0.39 14.6 151
R14 Connaught Road/Leonard Street 542321, 180086 0.18 0.24 15.1 155
R15 Gallions Primary School adj Royal Docks Road 543749, 181324 0.07 0.13 145 14.7
R16 Drew Road/Leonard Street 542306, 180219 0.42 0.14 15.1 15.7
R17 Woolwich Manor Way (UEL) 543800, 180701 0.15 0.17 14.6 14.9
R18 Woolwich Manor Way, (UEL) 543650, 180655 0.27 0.05 14.7 15.0
R18 (20m) Woolwich Manor Way, (UEL) 543650, 180655 0.24 0.03 14.7 15.0
R19 West Silvertown 1 540846, 180439 0.05 0.03 14.7 14.8
R19 (20m) West Silvertown 1 540846, 180439 0.05 0.02 14.7 14.8
R20 West Silvertown 2 540681, 180448 0.04 0.03 14.6 14.6
R20 (20m) West Silvertown 2 540681, 180448 0.04 0.02 14.6 14.6
R21 Flats on Drew Road 542050, 180261 0.31 0.04 15.1 155
R22 (20m) Flats on Docklands Street 543133, 180047 0.07 0.02 14.8 14.9
R22 (40m) Flats on Docklands Street 543133, 180047 0.06 0.01 14.8 14.9
R23 Gallions Quarter 543868, 180637 0.13 0.10 145 14.7
R23 (20m) Gallions Quarter 543868, 180637 0.12 0.03 145 14.7
R24 Gallions Quarter 543919, 180684 0.11 0.07 145 14.6
R24 (20m) Gallions Quarter 543919, 180684 0.11 0.03 14.5 14.6
R25 University of East London Student Accommodation 543478, 180695 0.30 0.05 14.8 15.2
R25 (10.5m) | University of East London Student Accommodation 543478, 180695 0.29 0.04 14.8 15.1
R26 Felixstowe Court 543810, 180174 0.07 0.21 14.5 14.8
R26 (10.5m) | Felixstowe Court 543810, 180174 0.07 0.05 14.5 14.6
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Table 9.18 — Modelled 98th Percentile of 1-hr Mean Odour Concentrations in 2014 (OUg/m®)

Receptor ID

OS Grid Ref

98" Percentile

Description OUL/m?
R1 Camel Road/Hartmann Road 541982, 180307 2.0
R2 Camel Road/Parker Street 542133, 180303 1.9
R3 Parker Street (Portway Primary School) 542177, 180229 0.9
R4 Newland Street (opposite entrance to LCY car park) 542549, 180153 0.4
R5 Newland Street/Kennard Street 542687, 180145 0.3
R6 Brixham Street/Dockland Street 543127, 180121 0.1
R7 Platterns Court/Billingway Dock Head 543676, 180077 0.1
R8 Albert Road/Woolwich Manor Way 543709, 180015 0.1
R9 Robert Street adj Albert Road (north side) 543523, 179954 0.1
R10 Collier Close adj Gallions Way Roundabout (eastern side) 543715, 180875 0.2
R11 Yeoman Close adj Royal Albert Way 543612, 180883 0.2
R12 Straight Road/Campton Close 542826, 180920 0.2
R13 Mill Rd adj North Woolwich Road (west) 540854, 180110 0.1
R14 Connaught Road/Leonard Street 542321, 180086 0.3
R15 Gallions Primary School adj Royal Docks Road 543749, 181324 0.1
R16 Drew Road/Leonard Street 542306, 180219 0.8
R17 Woolwich Manor Way (UEL) 543800, 180701 0.2
R18 Woolwich Manor Way, (UEL) 543650, 180655 0.3
R18 (20m) Woolwich Manor Way, (UEL) 543650, 180655 0.3
R19 West Silvertown 1 540846, 180439 0.1
R19 (20m) West Silvertown 1 540846, 180439 0.1
R20 West Silvertown 2 540681, 180448 0.1
R20 (20m) West Silvertown 2 540681, 180448 0.1
R21 Flats on Drew Road 542050, 180261 0.8
R22 (20m) Flats on Docklands Street 543133, 180047 0.1
R22 (40m) Flats on Docklands Street 543133, 180047 0.1
R23 Gallions Quarter 543868, 180637 0.2
R23 (20m) Gallions Quarter 543868, 180637 0.2
R24 Gallions Quarter 543919, 180684 0.2
R24 (20m) Gallions Quarter 543919, 180684 0.1
R25 University of East London Student Accommodation 543478, 180695 0.3
R25 (10.5m) | University of East London Student Accommodation 543478, 180695 0.3
R26 Felixstowe Court 543810, 180174 0.1
R26 (10.5m) | Felixstowe Court 543810, 180174 0.1
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9.186

9.187

9.188

9.189

A summary of the 2014 Baseline Year emissions (tonnes/yr) is shown in Table 9.19. This shows the
emissions from different source categories. As described in the methodology section above, Airport-
related PM emissions are assumed to represent both the PMig and PMzs fractions, which represents a
worst case. Emissions from aircraft dominate, but a direct comparison between Airport and Landside
Road Traffic sources should be treated with caution, as the latter is defined by the scale of the road

network included in the assessment.

Table 9.19 — Summary Emissions for 2014 Baseline (te/yr)

Source Category NOXx (te/yr) PM;o (te/yr)

PMa 5 (te/yr)

Airport Sources

Aircraft (LTO cycle plus

APU and engine testing) 183.7 15.0 15.0
A|r5|Qe veh_lc_les, MGPU 53 0.4 0.4
and fire training

Gas Boilers 0.3 <0.1 <0.1
Taxi Ranks/Car Parks 0.2 <0.1 <0.1
Total Airport Related 189.5 154 154
Landside Road Traffic

Road traffic on local road

network in defined study 34.5 25 15
area

Total emissions in

assessment area 224.0 15.2 14.2

Assessment of Construction Impacts

Construction Traffic

Construction materials and equipment are to be delivered by both road and barge. The peak number of
monthly HGV movements during the construction programme is 773 two-way trips. Assuming a 30-day
working month, this equates to an average of 52 HGV movements per day, during the peak period”. As
described in Chapter 6: Development Programme and Construction, these HGV movements would be
divided between the two principal access routes:

a) Route 2 — Airside access, via the A1020 Connaught Bridge Road and the A112 Connaught
Road

b) Route 3 — Compound and landside access, via the A117 Woolwich Manor Way or Albert
Road

A third access route, Route 4, provides secondary compound and landside access, via the A1020
Connaught Bridge Road, the A112 Connaught Road, Camel Road and Hartmann Road, but is intended to
be used only under exceptional or emergency circumstances, and HGV construction traffic movements
along Camel Road/Hartmann Road will be minimal.

Guidance issued by EPUK/IAQM " indicates that a detailed air quality assessment is only likely to be

required where developments increase HGV movements by more than 25 movements per day as an

71

The precise quantum of barge movements that will occur in the future cannot be stated with certainty at this stage. The

estimated number of HGV movements is based on 14 barge movements/month. If no materials were transported by barge, this
would generate an additional 280 HGV movements/month, equivalent to an additional 10 HGV movements/day. This would have
no significant effect on the conclusions drawn.
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9.190

9.191

9.192

9.193

9.194

9.195

annual average daily traffic (AADT) increment. Based on a 50:50 split in HGV movements between route
2 and route 3, the peak daily HGV trips during the CADP construction programme only barely exceeds this
criterion (26 movements per day on route 2 and route 3). As this increment is based on an estimated
peak month, the peak AADT increment is likely to be below the criterion. As such, the air quality impacts
associated with emissions from construction traffic have been scoped out of a detailed assessment.”?

It should be noted that the construction traffic movements in both 2020 and 2023 have been included
within the operational traffic movements for those years, and have thus been explicitly considered within
the operational assessment.

Sensitive Receptors

Dust sensitive receptors have been identified within the various distance bands described in Appendix 9.1,
and are shown summarised in Table 9.20 below. It should be noted that these distances relate to the red
line boundary of the Application Site, and in practice there will be far fewer sensitive receptors within the
actual distances to demolition or construction works.

Table 9.20 — Number of Dust Sensitive Receptors

Buffer distance (m) Number of Receptors

<20 Less than 100
20-50 100 - 500
50-100 100 - 500
100-350 More than 500

In line with the IAQM guidance, the construction activities have been categorised using the criteria
presented in Appendix 9.1 to assess the likely impacts from demolition, earthworks, construction and
‘track-out’ activities, and the likely effects on sensitive receptors close to the CADP site.

Demolition

There will be a variety of demolition works throughout the period, including the demolition of the existing
forecourt, access road and City Aviation House, which is scheduled for an 18 week period at the end of
Year 5 in accordance with the Updated Construction Programme. The demolition works will be phased
and will exceed the 50,000 m® threshold for a large dust emission class (based on the criteria set out in
Table A1.1 in Appendix 9.1), as further described in UES Chapter 15: Waste.

There are some sensitive receptors within 20m of some of the works. The dust emission class for the
demolition works is judged to be large.

Earthworks

The characteristics of the soil at the development site have been defined using the British Geological
Survey’s UK Soil Observatory website (British Geological Survey, 2015), as set out in Table 9.21. Overall,
it is considered that, when dry, this soil has the potential to be considerably dusty due to its small particle

size.

2 This approach to scoping out the air quality impacts from construction traffic adopts the revised screening
criterion in the EPUK/IAQM Guidance.
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Table 9.21 — Summary of Soil Characteristics

Soil layer thickness Deep

Soil Parent Material

. N b
Grain Size Mixed (Argillic® - Arenaceous”)

European Soil Bureau Fluvial Clays, Silts Sands and Gravel

Description
Soil Group Heavy
Soil Texture Peaty Clay

grain size < 0.06 mm.

grain size 0.06 — 2.0 mm.

9.196 Various excavations will be required for the new runway link, foundations for the new buildings and
associated infrastructures, the new car parking and taxi feeder park, and various landside infrastructure

services, as described in Chapters 6 and 15 of this UES.

9.197 The total area of earthworks will exceed the 10,000 m? threshold for a large dust emission class (based on
the criteria set out in Table Al.1). There are a number of sensitive receptors within 20m of the earthworks,
although much of the earthworks, with the exception of those required for the new hotel and car parking
facilities, will take place much further than 20m from sensitive receptors. The dust emission class for the
earthworks is judged to be large.

Construction

9.198 The main element of the works will involve the construction of the new piled deck platforms, together with
the new infrastructure including the 7 new stands, taxi-lane, East Pier, and the Western and Eastern
Extensions to the Terminal. Additional construction works will be required for the outbound baggage
(OBB) extension, hotel, Western and Eastern Energy Centres, forecourt reconfiguration, and the surface
and deck car parking.

9.199 The total building volume will exceed the 100,000 m? threshold for a large dust emission class for
construction activities (based on the criteria set out in Table A1.1). There will be substantial piling works,
although the majority of piles are to be sunk directly into the KGV dock and there will be minimal potential
for dust emissions.

9.200 The construction works will be phased, and at times there will be sensitive receptors within 20m of the
works, but the majority of the works, with the exception of the construction of the new hotel and car
parking facilities, will take place much further than 20m from sensitive receptors. The dust emission class
for the construction works is judged to be large.
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Trackout

9.201 As described above, there will be less than an average of 40 HGV trips in any one day during the peak
periods of activity. There are a small number of health and dust sensitive receptors within 20m of the
highway, and within 200m of the site. The dust emission class for the trackout is judged to be medium.

9.202 Table 9.22 summaries the dust emission magnitude for the proposed development.

Table 9.22 - Summary of Dust Emission Magnitude

Demolition Large
Earthworks Large
Construction Large
Trackout Medium

Sensitivity of the Area

9.203 This assessment step combines the sensitivity of individual receptors to dust effects with the number of
receptors in the area and their proximity to the site. It also considers additional site-specific factors such
as topography and screening, and in the case of sensitivity to human health effects, baseline PMiq

concentrations.
Sensitivity of the Area to Effects from Dust Soiling

9.204 The IAQM guidance, upon which the GLA’s guidance is based, explains that residential properties are
‘high’ sensitivity receptors to dust soiling, while places of work are ‘medium’ sensitivity receptors (Table
Al.2). There are over 100 residential properties within 50 m of the site. Using the matrix set out in Table
Al.3, the area surrounding the onsite works is of ‘high’ sensitivity to dust soiling. Table 9.22 shows that
dust emission magnitude for trackout is ‘medium’ and Table Al1.3 thus explains that there is a risk of
material being tracked 200 m from the site exit. There are over 100 residential properties within 50 m of
the roads along which material could be tracked and Table A1.3 thus indicates that the area is of ‘high’

sensitivity to dust soiling due to trackout.
Sensitivity of the Area to any Human Health Effects

9.205 Residential properties are also classified as being of ‘high’ sensitivity to human health effects. The matrix
in Table A9.1.4 requires information on the baseline annual mean PMio concentration in the area.
Receptors 1 to 6 in Figure 9.2 are all within close proximity of the site boundary. The maximum predicted
baseline PMio concentration at these receptors is 22.8pg/m3 (Table 9.16), and this value has been used.
Using the matrix in Table Al.4, both the area surrounding the onsite works and surrounding roads along
which material may be tracked from the site is of ‘low’ sensitivity to human health effects (Table 9.23).

Sensitivity of the Area to any Ecological Effects

9.206 The guidance only considers designated ecological sites within 50 m to have the potential to be impacted
by the construction works. There are no designated ecological sites within 50 m of the site boundary or

those roads along which material may be tracked, thus ecological impacts will not be considered further.

CADP — Updated Environmental Statement (September 2015)

58

Appendix AQ.1.8



9.207

9.208

9.209

9.210

9.211

Table 9.23 - Summary of the Area Sensitivity

Effects Associated Sensitivity of the Surrounding Area

With: On-site Works Trackout
Dust Soiling High Sensitivity High Sensitivity
Human Health Low Sensitivity Low Sensitivity

Risk and Significance

The dust emission magnitudes in Table 9.22 have been combined with the sensitivities of the area in
Table 9.23 using the matrix in Appendix 9.1, in order to assign a risk category to each activity. The
resulting risk categories for the four construction activities, without mitigation, are set out in Table 9.24.
These risk categories have been used to determine the appropriate level of mitigation as set out later in
this Chapter.

Table 9.24 — Summary Significance Table Without Mitigation

Source Dust Soiling Human Health
Demolition High Risk Medium Risk
Earthworks High Risk Low Risk
Construction High Risk Low Risk
Trackout Medium Risk Low Risk

The IAQM does not provide a method for assessing the significance of effects before mitigation, and
advises that pre-mitigation significance should not be determined. The pre-mitigation risk of dust impacts
is, however, established, and is used to determine the appropriate best practice construction dust
mitigation measures which should be employed to minimise the risk of impacts. With the determined best
practice mitigation measures in place, the IAQM guidance is clear that the residual effects will normally be

‘not significant’.
Assessment of Operational Impacts
Overview

Concentrations of nitrogen dioxide, PMig and PMzs have been predicted for 2020, 2023 and 2025,
assuming that the proposed CADP does and does not proceed. Future predictions of the og" percentile of
1-hour mean odour concentrations (OUE/mS) have also been made.

The approach follows the general methodology for the 2014 Baseline Year assessment. In each case a
comparison is drawn with the current (2014) situation and between the Without CADP and With CADP
scenarios in each future year.

2020 (Transitional Year) Assessment

The predicted concentrations of nitrogen dioxide, PM1o and PM_ 5 at each relevant receptor location for the
2020 Without CADP and 2020 With CADP scenarios are set out in Tables 9.25 to 9.27 respectively. A
more detailed description of the results is provided in Appendix 9.8 (Tables A8.1 to A8.6). The predicted
og™ percentiles of 1-hour mean odour concentrations are set out in Table 9.28. The annual mean nitrogen
dioxide (ug/mS) concentrations are also shown as isopleths in Appendix 9.7.
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Without CADP

9.212 The predicted annual mean concentrations of nitrogen dioxide in 2020 Without CADP are lower than in
2014 at all receptor locations, even with the assumption that there is no reduction in road traffic emission
factors. This is principally due to existing and agreed measures at both the national and international
levels to reduce emissions of nitrogen oxides from a wide range of sectors. The highest predicted
concentration (33.3 ug/m3) occurs at R2 (Camel Road) for the Without Emissions Reduction scenario,
which is below the objective.

9.213 Predicted concentrations of PMig and PM; s are also lower in 2020 than in 2014. There are no predicted
exceedences of the objectives.

9.214 The predicted og™ percentiles of 1-hour mean odour concentrations are higher in 2020 than in 2014,
reflecting the greater number of aircraft movements. Predicted values are all below the threshold for
‘moderately offensive’ odours (3 OUE/m3) apart from at R1 and R2 (Camel Road/Hartmann Road) where
concentrations of up to 3.3 OUg/m® occur. This is still below the threshold for ‘less offensive’ odours (6
OUg/m®), as defined previously.

With CADP

9.215 The predicted annual mean concentrations of nitrogen dioxide in 2020 With CADP are generally lower
than in 2014 at all receptor locations, even with the assumption that there is no reduction in road traffic
emission factors. The highest predicted concentration (32.9 ug/m3) occurs at R2 (Camel Road) for the
Without Emissions Reduction scenario, and is below the objective. Predicted concentrations are lower at
properties along the western extremity of Hartmann Road for the With CADP scenario compared to the
Without CADP scenario, as Airport access is granted to the east from the junction with Woolwich Manor
Road (thus diverting traffic flows).

9.216 The magnitudes of change in annual mean nitrogen dioxide concentrations range from zero to 4% and the

impacts are negligible at all receptors.

9.217 Predicted concentrations of PMig and PMzs are lower in 2020 than in 2014. There are no predicted
exceedences of the objectives, and all predicted impacts are negligible.

9.218 The predicted og" percentiles of 1-hour mean odour concentrations are higher in 2020 than in 2014,
reflecting the greater number of aircraft movements. Predicted values are all below the threshold for
moderately offensive odours (3 OUE/mS) apart from at R1 and R2 (Camel Road/Hartmann Road) where

concentrations of up to 3.6 OUe/m® occur. This is below the threshold for ‘less offensive’ odours.
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Table 9.25 — Predicted Impacts on Annual Mean Nitrogen Dioxide Concentrations (ug/m3)
— 2020 Core Case

With Emissions Reduction Without Emissions Reduction

RO Teaoe  capp | %CMaNe  podtin  ‘Cape | capp  %CMange  poctin,
Existing Receptors
R1 28.7 28.6 0] Negligible 33.1 32.7 -1 Negligible
R2 29.2 29.0 0 Negligible 33.3 32.9 -1 Negligible
R3 26.0 26.2 1 Negligible 29.7 290.8 0 Negligible
R4 25.1 26.0 2 Negligible 29.0 290.8 2 Negligible
R5 24.0 25.5 4 Negligible 27.5 29.1 4 Negligible
R6 22.3 23.2 2 Negligible 25.5 26.6 3 Negligible
R7 215 22.0 1 Negligible 25.2 26.0 2 Negligible
R8 23.0 24.0 3 Negligible 28.0 29.7 4 Negligible
R9 22.3 23.0 2 Negligible 26.8 28.0 3 Negligible
R10 26.6 26.8 0 Negligible 33.1 33.2 0 Negligible
R11 23.9 24.0 0 Negligible 28.5 28.5 0 Negligible
R12 24.5 24.6 0 Negligible 28.6 28.6 0 Negligible
R13 25.8 25.9 0 Negligible 315 317 0 Negligible
R14 26.2 26.3 0 Negligible 31.2 31.0 0 Negligible
R15 22.2 22.4 0 Negligible 26.6 26.8 0 Negligible
R16 26.4 26.8 1 Negligible 30.5 30.6 0 Negligible
R17 23.7 24.2 1 Negligible 28.1 28.8 2 Negligible
R18 23.6 24.0 1 Negligible 27.2 27.6 1 Negligible
R18 (20m) 23.2 23.5 1 Negligible 26.6 26.9 1 Negligible
R19 22.7 22.8 0 Negligible 26.4 26.5 0 Negligible
R19 (20m) 22.7 22.8 0 Negligible 26.3 26.4 0 Negligible
R20 22.8 22.9 0 Negligible 26.5 26.6 0 Negligible
R20 (20m) 22.8 22.8 0 Negligible 26.4 26.5 0 Negligible
R21 25.0 25.3 1 Negligible 28.5 28.7 1 Negligible
R22 (20m) 22.0 22.4 1 Negligible 25.2 25.5 1 Negligible
R22 (40m) 21.9 22.1 0 Negligible 25.0 25.2 0 Negligible
R23 22.7 23.0 1 Negligible 26.5 27.0 1 Negligible
R23 (20m) 22.1 22.3 0 Negligible 25.6 25.8 1 Negligible
R24 22.3 22.6 1 Negligible 26.1 26.4 1 Negligible
R24 (20m) 22.0 22.2 0 Negligible 25.5 25.7 1 Negligible
R25 23.7 24.0 1 Negligible 27.1 27.5 1 Negligible
(R1%§5m) 235 23.9 1 Negligible |  26.9 27.3 1 Negligible
R26 22.9 23.9 2 Negligible 27.5 29.0 4 Negligible
(R1%J(.35m) 215 21.8 1 Negligible |  25.1 25.5 1 Negligible
New Receptors
R27 24.6 24.9 1 Negligible 28.6 28.9 1 Negligible
R27 (20m) 23.4 23.6 1 Negligible 26.9 27.1 0 Negligible
R28 22.9 23.1 0 Negligible 26.5 26.6 0 Negligible
R28 (20m) 22.7 22.9 0 Negligible 26.1 26.3 0 Negligible
R29 24.8 25.0 1 Negligible 29.1 29.3 0 Negligible
R29 (20m) 23.4 23.6 0 Negligible 26.9 27.1 0 Negligible
R30 21.8 21.9 0 Negligible 25.2 25.4 0 Negligible
R30 (20m) 21.7 21.8 0 Negligible 25.1 25.3 0 Negligible
R31 21.8 21.9 0 Negligible 25.3 255 0 Negligible
R31 (20m) 21.7 21.8 0 Negligible 25.1 25.3 0 Negligible
R32 24.9 25.1 1 Negligible 28.3 28.5 1 Negligible
R32 (20m) 24.6 24.8 1 Negligible 28.0 28.2 0 Negligible
R33 24.5 25.1 2 Negligible 27.8 28.4 2 Negligible
R33 (20m) 24.2 24.7 1 Negligible 27.4 27.9 1 Negligible
R34 25.3 25.4 0 Negligible 29.8 29.8 0 Negligible
R35 24.2 24.4 0 Negligible 27.8 28.0 0 Negligible
R35 (20m) 23.9 24.0 0 Negligible 27.4 27.5 0 Negligible
R36 26.0 26.2 1 Negligible 314 31.6 1 Negligible
R36 (20m) 23.3 23.5 0 Negligible 26.9 27.1 0 Negligible
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With Emissions Reduction Without Emissions Reduction
Receptor ID

Without Wiy o Impact Without With o Impact
CADP CADP % Change | poocriptor | CADP CADP % Change | oo criptor

R37 24.9 25.0 0 Negligible 29.1 29.2 0 Negligible
R38 24.7 24.8 0 Negligible 29.7 29.9 0 Negligible
R39 24.8 24.8 0 Negligible 29.6 29.4 0 Negligible
R39 . .

(10.5m) 23.7 23.7 0 Negligible 27.6 27.6 0 Negligible
R40 26.8 26.5 -1 Negligible 33.0 325 -1 Negligible
R40 (20m) 22.8 22.9 0 Negligible 26.4 26.5 0 Negligible
R41 24.4 24.4 0 Negligible 29.2 29.0 0 Negligible
R41 . .

(13.5m) 23.0 23.0 0 Negligible 26.8 26.8 0 Negligible

Table 9.26 — Predicted Impacts on Annual Mean PM,q Concentrations (ug/m3) in 2020

Receptor ID | Without CADP = With CADP | % Change | Impact Descriptor |
Existing Receptors

R1 21.1 21.0 0 Negligible
R2 21.0 21.0 0 Negligible
R3 20.5 20.5 0 Negligible
R4 20.3 20.5 1 Negligible
R5 20.1 20.4 1 Negligible
R6 19.9 20.1 0 Negligible
R7 19.7 19.8 0 Negligible
R8 20.0 20.3 1 Negligible
R9 20.0 20.2 1 Negligible
R10 20.4 20.4 0 Negligible
R11 20.1 20.1 0 Negligible
R12 20.1 20.1 0 Negligible
R13 20.6 20.6 0 Negligible
R14 20.6 20.6 0 Negligible
R15 19.9 19.9 0 Negligible
R16 20.5 20.6 0 Negligible
R17 19.8 19.9 0 Negligible
R18 19.9 20.0 0 Negligible
R18 (20m) 19.9 19.9 0 Negligible
R19 20.2 20.2 0 Negligible
R19 (20m) 20.2 20.2 0 Negligible
R20 20.1 20.1 0 Negligible
R20 (20m) 20.0 20.1 0 Negligible
R21 20.4 20.5 0 Negligible
R22 (20m) 19.9 19.9 0 Negligible
R22 (40m) 19.9 19.9 0 Negligible
R23 19.6 19.7 0 Negligible
R23 (20m) 19.5 19.5 0 Negligible
R24 19.5 19.5 0 Negligible
R24 (20m) 19.4 19.5 0 Negligible
R25 20.0 20.1 0 Negligible
R25 Negligible
(10.5m) 20.0 20.1 0

R26 19.8 20.0 1 Negligible
R26 Negligible
(10.5m) 19.5 19.6 0

New Receptors

R27 20.9 20.9 0 Negligible
R27 (20m) 20.7 20.7 0 Negligible
R28 20.7 20.7 0 Negligible
R28 (20m) 20.7 20.7 0 Negligible
R29 20.8 20.8 0 Negligible
R29 (20m) 20.6 20.6 0 Negligible
R30 19.3 19.3 0 Negligible
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Receptor ID | Without CADP With CADP % Change Impact Descriptor

R30 (20m) 19.3 19.3 0 Negligible
R31 19.2 19.2 0 Negligible
R31 (20m) 19.2 19.2 0 Negligible
R32 20.2 20.2 0 Negligible
R32 (20m) 20.1 20.2 0 Negligible
R33 20.2 20.3 0 Negligible
R33 (20m) 20.1 20.2 0 Negligible
R34 20.4 20.4 0 Negligible
R35 20.7 20.7 0 Negligible
R35 (20m) 20.6 20.6 0 Negligible
R36 20.8 20.9 0 Negligible
R36 (20m) 20.3 20.3 0 Negligible
R37 20.5 20.5 0 Negligible
R38 20.3 20.4 0 Negligible
R39 21.0 21.0 0 Negligible
R39 Negligible
(10.5m) 20.7 20.7 0

R40 21.4 21.4 0 Negligible
R40 (20m) 20.7 20.8 0 Negligible
R41 21.1 21.1 0 Negligible
Ral Negligible
(13.5m) 20.9 20.9 0

Table 9.27 — Predicted Im

pacts on Annual Mean PM, s Concentrations (ug/m

Receptor ID Without CADP With CADP % Chane Imact Descritor

Existing Receptors
R1 14.6 14.5 0 Negligible
R2 14.6 14.5 0 Negligible
R3 14.1 14.2 0 Negligible
R4 14.0 14.1 1 Negligible
R5 13.8 14.1 1 Negligible
R6 13.6 13.8 0 Negligible
R7 135 13.5 0 Negligible
R8 13.7 13.8 1 Negligible
R9 13.6 13.7 0 Negligible
R10 13.9 14.0 0 Negligible
R11 13.8 13.8 0 Negligible
R12 13.8 13.8 0 Negligible
R13 13.9 13.9 0 Negligible
R14 14.1 14.1 0 Negligible
R15 13.6 13.6 0 Negligible
R16 14.1 14.2 0 Negligible
R17 13.6 13.7 0 Negligible
R18 13.8 13.8 0 Negligible
R18 (20m) 13.7 13.7 0 Negligible
R19 13.6 13.6 0 Negligible
R19 (20m) 13.6 13.6 0 Negligible
R20 13.5 13.5 0 Negligible
R20 (20m) 135 13.5 0 Negligible
R21 (20m) 14.1 14.1 0 Negligible
R22 (20m) 13.6 13.7 0 Negligible
R22 (40m) 13.6 13.6 0 Negligible
R23 135 13.5 0 Negligible
R23 (20m) 13.4 134 0 Negligible
R24 134 134 0 Negligible
R24 (20m) 13.4 13.4 0 Negligible
R25 13.8 13.9 0 Negligible
R25 (10.5m) 13.8 13.9 0 Negligible
R26 13.5 13.7 0 Negligible
R26 (10.5m) 13.4 13.5 0 Negligible
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Receptor ID Without CADP With CADP % Change Impact Descriptor

New Receptors
R27 14.3 14.3 0 Negligible
R27 (20m) 14.1 14.1 0 Negligible
R28 14.1 14.1 0 Negligible
R28 (20m) 14.1 14.1 0 Negligible
R29 14.2 14.2 0 Negligible
R29 (20m) 14.0 14.1 0 Negligible
R30 13.3 13.3 0 Negligible
R30 (20m) 13.2 13.3 0 Negligible
R31 13.2 13.2 0 Negligible
R31 (20m) 13.2 13.2 0 Negligible
R32 13.9 14.0 0 Negligible
R32 (20m) 13.9 13.9 0 Negligible
R33 14.0 14.1 0 Negligible
R33 (20m) 13.9 14.0 0 Negligible
R34 14.0 14.0 0 Negligible
R35 14.1 14.1 0 Negligible
R35 (20m) 14.1 14.1 0 Negligible
R36 14.1 14.2 0 Negligible
R36 (20m) 13.8 13.9 0 Negligible
R37 14.0 14.0 0 Negligible
R38 13.7 13.8 0 Negligible
R39 14.3 14.2 0 Negligible
R39 (10.5m) 14.1 14.1 0 Negligible
R40 14.5 14.4 0 Negligible
R40 (20m) 14.1 14.1 0 Negligible
R41 14.3 14.3 0 Negligible
R41 (13.5m) 14.1 14.1 0 Negligible

Table 9.28 — Predicted 98th Percentile of 1-hour Mean Odour Concentrations (OUg/m?) in
2020

th - 3
Receptor ID 0S Grid Ref 987 Percentile (QUe/m’) |

Without CADP With CADP

Existing Receptors
R1 541982, 180307 3.3 3.6
R2 542133, 180303 3.1 3.3
R3 542177, 180229 15 1.7
R4 542549, 180153 0.7 1.6
R5 542687, 180145 0.5 15
R6 543127, 180121 0.2 0.7
R7 543676, 180077 0.2 0.3
R8 543709, 180015 0.2 0.3
R9 543523, 179954 0.2 0.3
R10 543715, 180875 0.3 0.4
R11 543612, 180883 0.3 0.4
R12 542826, 180920 0.4 0.6
R13 540854, 180110 0.2 0.2
R14 542321, 180086 0.6 0.9
R15 543749, 181324 0.2 0.2
R16 542306, 180219 1.3 1.8
R17 543800, 180701 0.3 0.4
R18 543650, 180655 0.5 0.6
R18 (20m) 543650, 180655 0.4 0.5
R19 540846, 180439 0.2 0.3
R19 (20m) 540846, 180439 0.2 0.3
R20 540681, 180448 0.2 0.2
R20 (20m) 540681, 180448 0.2 0.2
R21 (20m) 542050, 180261 1.2 14
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Receptor ID OS Grid Ref 98™ Percentile (OUg/m®)

R22 (20m) 543133, 180047 0.2 0.5
R22 (40m) 543133, 180047 0.2 0.3
R23 543868, 180637 0.3 0.4
R23 (20m) 543868, 180637 0.3 0.3
R24 543919, 180684 0.2 0.3
R24 (20m) 543919, 180684 0.2 0.3
R25 543478, 180695 0.5 0.7
R25 (10.5m) 543478, 180695 0.5 0.6
R26 543810, 180174 0.2 0.3
R26 (10.5m) 543810, 180174 0.2 0.3
New Receptors
R27 541614, 180468 1.2 1.7
R27 (20m) 541614, 180468 0.8 1.1
R28 541460, 180476 0.6 0.8
R28 (20m) 541460, 180476 0.5 0.7
R29 541587, 180372 0.9 1.2
R29 (20m) 541587, 180372 0.7 0.9
R30 544067, 180548 0.2 0.2
R30 (20m) 544067, 180548 0.2 0.2
R31 544088, 180710 0.2 0.2
R31 (20m) 544088, 180710 0.2 0.2
R32 542418, 180704 0.6 0.9
R32 (20m) 542418, 180704 0.5 0.7
R33 542979, 180691 0.6 1.0
R33 (20m) 542979, 180691 0.5 0.8
R34 542884, 180843 0.4 0.7
R35 541917, 180713 0.7 1.0
R35 (20m) 541917, 180713 0.6 0.8
R36 541583, 180150 0.5 0.6
R36 (20m) 541583, 180150 0.4 0.6
R37 541862, 180129 0.7 0.9
R38 540890, 180071 0.2 0.2
R39 541882, 180859 0.4 0.6
R39 (10.5m) 541882, 180859 0.4 0.5
R40 541716, 180852 0.3 0.5
R40 (20m) 541716, 180852 0.3 0.4
R41 541627, 180863 0.3 0.4
R41 (13.5m) 541627, 180863 0.3 0.4
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2023 (Design Year) Assessment

9.219 The predicted concentrations of nitrogen dioxide, PM1o and PM; 5 at each relevant receptor location for the
2023 Without CADP and the 2023 With CADP Higher Passenger and With CADP Faster Move to Jets
scenarios are set out below in Tables 9.29 to 9.31 respectively. The predicted concentrations for the 2023
With CADP Core Case are provided in Appendix 9.9”°. A more detailed description of the results is
provided in Appendix 9.8 (Tables A8.7 to A8.12). The predicted og™ percentiles of 1-hour mean odour unit
concentrations are set out in Table 9.32. The annual mean nitrogen dioxide (ug/m3) concentrations are
also shown as isopleths in Appendix 9.7.

2023 Without CADP

9.220 The predicted annual mean concentrations of nitrogen dioxide in 2023 Without CADP are lower than in
2014 at all receptor locations. This is principally due to existing and agreed measures at both the national
and international levels to reduce emissions of nitrogen oxides from a wide range of sectors. The highest
predicted concentration (27.0 pg/m®) occurs at R2 (Camel Road), and is below the objective.

9.221 Predicted concentrations of PMio and PM_ s are also lower in 2023 than in 2014. There are no predicted
exceedences of the objectives.

9.222 The predicted og" percentiles of 1-hour mean odour concentrations are higher in 2023 than in 2014,
reflecting the greater number of aircraft movements. Predicted values are all below the threshold for
‘moderately offensive’ odours (3 OUE/m3) apart from at R1 and R2 (Camel Road/Hartmann Road) where
concentrations of up to 3.3 OUg/m® occur. This is still below the threshold for ‘less offensive’ odours.

2023 With CADP Core Case

9.223 The 2023 CADP Core Case involves identical aircraft movements and airfield activity, but lower landside
road traffic movements than the With CADP Higher Passenger Case sensitivity test. The latter therefore
represents a worst-case 2023 development scenario with respect to air quality as overall road traffic
emissions generated by the development are higher. As such, the results of the air quality assessment for
the With CADP Higher Passenger Case, presented below, demonstrates the greatest potential air quality
impacts in 2023; the predicted impacts associated with the 2023 With CADP Core Case are marginally
lower, but the outcome is unchanged (see Appendix 9.9).

2023 With CADP Higher Passenger Case

9.224 The predicted annual mean concentrations of nitrogen dioxide in 2023 With CADP are lower than in 2014
at all receptor locations. The highest predicted concentration (27.0 pg/mg) occurs at R2 (Camel Road),
and is well below the objective.

8 As described in an earlier section, the 2023 With CADP Higher Passenger Case assumes the same aircraft fleet
mix and movements as the With CADP Core Case, but with a higher passenger load factor and associated
increased surface access movements. By definition, impacts associated with the Higher Passenger Case will be
greater than for the Core Case. The results for the Core Case are included in Appendix 9.9 for completeness.
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9.225 The magnitudes of change in annual mean nitrogen dioxide concentrations range from zero to 6%. The
impacts are described as negligible at all receptors other than at R5 (Newland Street) where the impact is
slight adverse. The concentration at R5 remains well below the objective.

9.226  Predicted concentrations of PMio and PM_ s are also lower in 2023 than in 2014. There are no predicted
exceedences of the objectives, and all predicted impacts are negligible.

9.227 The predicted og" percentiles of 1-hour mean odour concentrations are higher in 2023 than in 2014,
reflecting the greater number of aircraft movements. Predicted values are all below the threshold for
moderately offensive odours (3 OUE/m3) apart from at R1 and R2 (Camel Road/Hartmann Road), where
concentrations of up to 3.8 OUe/m® occur. This is still below the threshold for ‘less offensive’ odours.

2023 With CADP Faster Move to Jets Case

9.228 The predicted impacts associated with the With CADP Faster Move to Jets Case are generally marginally
higher than the With CADP Higher Passenger Case, but the outcome is unchanged.
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Table 9.29 — Predicted Impacts on Annual Mean Nitrogen Dioxide Concentrations (ug/m?®)

in 2023

. or I Without | VV_thHigher Passenger Casie | VV_tlr:]aster Move to Jets Calse -

coepier bty CAIDP L0 CUENES | De?cpr?gtor CAIDP L0 CUENES | De?cpr?gtor

Existing Receptors
R1 26.4 26.5 0] Negligible 26.6 0 Negligible
R2 27.0 27.0 0 Negligible 27.1 0 Negligible
R3 23.9 24.5 1 Negligible 24.5 2 Negligible
R4 23.0 24.8 5 Negligible 24.9 5 Negligible
Slight Slight
RS 221 24.4 6 Adverse 24.4 6 Adverse
R6 20.4 21.6 3 Negligible 21.6 3 Negligible
R7 19.7 20.3 1 Negligible 20.3 2 Negligible
R8 20.8 21.8 2 Negligible 21.8 2 Negligible
R9 20.3 21.0 2 Negligible 21.0 2 Negligible
R10 23.7 24.1 1 Negligible 24.1 1 Negligible
R11 21.7 22.1 1 Negligible 22.1 1 Negligible
R12 22.3 22.7 1 Negligible 22.7 1 Negligible
R13 23.3 23.6 1 Negligible 23.6 1 Negligible
R14 23.8 24.3 1 Negligible 24.3 1 Negligible
R15 20.3 20.6 1 Negligible 20.6 1 Negligible
R16 24.3 25.2 2 Negligible 25.3 3 Negligible
R17 215 22.2 2 Negligible 22.3 2 Negligible
R18 21.7 22.4 2 Negligible 22.6 2 Negligible
R18 (20m) 21.2 21.9 2 Negligible 22.0 2 Negligible
R19 21.0 211 0 Negligible 211 0 Negligible
R19 (20m) 20.9 211 0 Negligible 211 0 Negligible
R20 21.1 21.2 0 Negligible 21.2 0 Negligible
R20 (20m) 21.1 21.2 0 Negligible 21.2 0 Negligible
R21 (20m) 23.0 23.5 1 Negligible 23.6 1 Negligible
R22 (20m) 20.2 20.8 1 Negligible 20.8 1 Negligible
R22 (40m) 20.1 20.4 1 Negligible 20.5 1 Negligible
R23 20.7 21.3 1 Negligible 21.3 1 Negligible
R23 (20m) 20.3 20.7 1 Negligible 20.7 1 Negligible
R24 20.5 20.9 1 Negligible 20.9 1 Negligible
R24 (20m) 20.2 20.5 1 Negligible 20.6 1 Negligible
R25 21.7 22.5 2 Negligible 22.6 2 Negligible
(R_,LZCme) 21.6 22.3 2 Negligible |  22.4 2 Negligible
R26 20.8 21.7 2 Negligible 21.7 2 Negligible
g%%m) 19.7 20.1 1 Negligible | 20.2 1 Negligible
New Receptors
R27 22.4 22.6 1 Negligible 22.7 1 Negligible
R27 (20m) 21.3 21.6 1 Negligible 21.7 1 Negligible
R28 20.9 21.1 1 Negligible 21.1 1 Negligible
R28 (20m) 20.7 20.9 1 Negligible 20.9 1 Negligible
R29 22.4 22.7 1 Negligible 22.7 1 Negligible
R29 (20m) 21.3 21.6 1 Negligible 21.7 1 Negligible
R30 20.0 20.3 1 Negligible 20.3 1 Negligible
R30 (20m) 20.0 20.2 1 Negligible 20.2 1 Negligible
R31 20.0 20.3 1 Negligible 20.3 1 Negligible
R31 (20m) 19.9 20.2 1 Negligible 20.2 1 Negligible
R32 22.8 23.2 1 Negligible 23.3 1 Negligible
R32 (20m) 22.6 23.0 1 Negligible 23.0 1 Negligible
R33 22.5 23.8 3 Negligible 23.9 4 Negligible
R33 (20m) 22.2 23.3 3 Negligible 23.4 3 Negligible
R34 22.9 23.5 1 Negligible 23.5 2 Negligible
R35 22.1 22.4 1 Negligible 22.5 1 Negligible
R35 (20m) 21.8 22.1 1 Negligible 22.1 1 Negligible
R36 23.4 23.7 1 Negligible 23.8 1 Negligible
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Without Higher Passenger Case Faster Move to Jets Case
Receptor ID CADP

Wiy o Impact Wiy o Impact
CADP Ly Descriptor CADP b Ly Descriptor

R36 (20m) 21.3 21.6 1 Negligible 21.6 1 Negligible
R37 22.7 23.0 1 Negligible 23.0 1 Negligible
R38 225 22.7 0 Negligible 22.7 0 Negligible
R39 22.4 22.5 0 Negligible 22.5 0 Negligible
R39 . -

(10.5m) 21.5 21.7 0 Negligible 21.7 0 Negligible
R40 23.9 23.7 0 Negligible 23.8 0 Negligible
R40 (20m) 20.8 21.0 0 Negligible 21.0 0 Negligible
R41 22.0 22.1 0 Negligible 22.1 0 Negligible
R41 . .

(13.5m) 20.9 21.0 0 Negligible 21.0 0 Negligible

Table 9.30 — Predicted Impacts on Annual Mean PM,, Concentrations (ug/m®) in 2023
" ngher Passenger Case Faster Move to Jets Case

Impact L with |, Impact

Existing Receptors
R1 20.7 20.7 0 Negligible 20.7 0 Negligible
R2 20.6 20.6 0 Negligible 20.6 0 Negligible
R3 20.1 20.2 0 Negligible 20.2 0 Negligible
R4 19.9 20.1 1 Negligible 20.1 1 Negligible
R5 19.7 20.0 1 Negligible 20.0 1 Negligible
R6 19.5 19.7 0 Negligible 19.7 0 Negligible
R7 19.3 194 0 Negligible 194 0 Negligible
R8 19.7 19.9 1 Negligible 19.9 1 Negligible
R9 19.6 19.8 1 Negligible 19.8 1 Negligible
R10 20.0 20.0 0 Negligible 20.0 0 Negligible
R11 19.7 19.7 0 Negligible 19.7 0 Negligible
R12 19.7 19.8 0 Negligible 19.8 0 Negligible
R13 20.3 20.3 0 Negligible 20.3 0 Negligible
R14 20.2 20.2 0 Negligible 20.2 0 Negligible
R15 19.5 19.6 0 Negligible 19.6 0 Negligible
R16 20.2 20.3 0 Negligible 20.3 0 Negligible
R17 195 19.5 0 Negligible 19.5 0 Negligible
R18 19.5 19.6 0 Negligible 19.6 0 Negligible
R18 (20m) 19.5 19.5 0 Negligible 19.5 0 Negligible
R19 19.9 19.9 0 Negligible 19.9 0 Negligible
R19 (20m) 19.9 19.9 0 Negligible 19.9 0 Negligible
R20 19.8 19.8 0 Negligible 19.8 0 Negligible
R20 (20m) 19.8 19.8 0 Negligible 19.8 0 Negligible
R21 (20m) 20.1 20.1 0 Negligible 20.1 0 Negligible
R22 (20m) 19.5 19.6 0 Negligible 19.6 0 Negligible
R22 (40m) 19.5 19.5 0 Negligible 19.5 0 Negligible
R23 19.3 19.3 0 Negligible 19.3 0 Negligible
R23 (20m) 19.1 19.2 0 Negligible 19.2 0 Negligible
R24 19.1 19.2 0 Negligible 19.2 0 Negligible
R24 (20m) 19.1 19.1 0 Negligible 19.1 0 Negligible
R25 19.6 19.7 0 Negligible 19.7 0 Negligible
R25 (10.5m) 19.6 19.7 0 Negligible 19.7 0 Negligible
R26 19.4 19.6 1 Negligible 19.6 1 Negligible
R26 (10.5m) 19.2 19.3 0 Negligible 19.3 0 Negligible
New Receptors
R27 20.5 20.5 0 Negligible 20.5 0 Negligible
R27 (20m) 20.3 20.3 0 Negligible 20.3 0 Negligible
R28 20.3 20.3 0 Negligible 20.3 0 Negligible
R28 (20m) 20.3 20.3 0 Negligible 20.3 0 Negligible
R29 204 204 0 Negligible 204 0 Negligible
R29 (20m) 20.2 20.2 0 Negligible 20.2 0 Negligible
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Without Higher Passenger Case Faster Move to Jets Case

Receptor ID With ® Impact With o Impact
il CADP ) G Descriptor CADP ) G Descriptor

R30 18.9 19.0 0 Negligible 19.0 0 Negligible
R30 (20m) 18.9 18.9 0 Negligible 18.9 0 Negligible
R31 18.9 18.9 0 Negligible 18.9 0 Negligible
R31 (20m) 18.9 18.9 0 Negligible 18.9 0 Negligible
R32 19.8 19.8 0 Negligible 19.8 0 Negligible
R32 (20m) 19.7 19.8 0 Negligible 19.8 0 Negligible
R33 19.8 19.9 0 Negligible 19.9 0 Negligible
R33 (20m) 19.7 19.8 0 Negligible 19.8 0 Negligible
R34 20.0 20.0 0 Negligible 20.0 0 Negligible
R35 20.3 20.3 0 Negligible 20.3 0 Negligible
R35 (20m) 20.2 20.2 0 Negligible 20.2 0 Negligible
R36 20.4 20.5 0 Negligible 20.5 0 Negligible
R36 (20m) 19.9 19.9 0 Negligible 19.9 0 Negligible
R37 20.1 20.1 0 Negligible 20.1 0 Negligible
R38 20.0 20.1 0 Negligible 20.1 0 Negligible
R39 20.6 20.6 0 Negligible 20.6 0 Negligible
R39 (10.5m) 20.3 20.3 0 Negligible 20.3 0 Negligible
R40 21.0 21.0 0 Negligible 21.0 0 Negligible
R40 (20m) 20.4 20.4 0 Negligible 20.4 0 Negligible
R41 20.7 20.7 0 Negligible 20.7 0 Negligible
R41 (13.5m) 20.5 20.5 0 Negligible 20.5 0 Negligible

Table 9.31 — Predicted Impacts on Annual Mean PM,s Concentrations (ug/m?®) in 2023

. Higher Passenger Case \ Faster Move to Jets Case \
Receptor ID e i Impact With Impact
A 0, 0,
Sl o AT Descriptor CADP o AT Descriptor

Existing Receptors
R1 14.2 14.2 0 Negligible 14.2 0 Negligible
R2 14.2 14.2 0 Negligible 14.2 0 Negligible
R3 13.8 13.8 0 Negligible 13.8 0 Negligible
R4 13.6 13.8 1 Negligible 13.8 1 Negligible
R5 13.5 13.7 1 Negligible 13.7 1 Negligible
R6 13.3 13.4 0 Negligible 13.4 0 Negligible
R7 13.1 13.2 0 Negligible 13.2 0 Negligible
R8 13.3 13.5 1 Negligible 13.5 1 Negligible
R9 13.3 134 0 Negligible 134 0 Negligible
R10 13.5 13.6 0 Negligible 13.6 0 Negligible
R11 13.4 13.4 0 Negligible 13.4 0 Negligible
R12 13.4 13.5 0 Negligible 13.5 0 Negligible
R13 13.6 13.6 0 Negligible 13.6 0 Negligible
R14 13.7 13.8 0 Negligible 13.8 0 Negligible
R15 13.2 13.3 0 Negligible 13.3 0 Negligible
R16 13.8 13.9 0 Negligible 13.9 0 Negligible
R17 13.3 13.3 0 Negligible 13.3 0 Negligible
R18 134 134 0 Negligible 134 0 Negligible
R18 (20m) 13.3 13.4 0 Negligible 13.4 0 Negligible
R19 13.3 13.3 0 Negligible 13.3 0 Negligible
R19 (20m) 13.3 13.3 0 Negligible 13.3 0 Negligible
R20 13.2 13.2 0 Negligible 13.2 0 Negligible
R20 (20m) 13.2 13.2 0 Negligible 13.2 0 Negligible
R21 (20m) 13.7 13.7 0 Negligible 13.7 0 Negligible
R22 (20m) 13.3 13.3 0 Negligible 13.3 0 Negligible
R22 (40m) 13.2 13.3 0 Negligible 13.3 0 Negligible
R23 13.1 13.2 0 Negligible 13.2 0 Negligible
R23 (20m) 13.1 13.1 0 Negligible 13.1 0 Negligible
R24 13.1 13.1 0 Negligible 13.1 0 Negligible
R24 (20m) 13.0 13.0 0 Negligible 13.0 0 Negligible
R25 13.4 13.5 0 Negligible 13.5 0 Negligible
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Without Higher Passenger Case Faster Move to Jets Case

Receptor ID With ® Impact With o Impact
ozl CADP ) G Descriptor | CADP ) G Descriptor

R25 (10.5m) 134 13.5 0 Negligible 135 Negligible
R26 13.2 13.3 0 Negligible 13.3 0 Negligible
R26 (10.5m) 13.1 13.1 0 Negligible 13.1 0 Negligible
New Receptors
R27 13.9 13.9 0 Negligible 13.9 0 Negligible
R27 (20m) 13.7 13.7 0 Negligible 13.7 0 Negligible
R28 13.7 13.7 0 Negligible 13.7 0 Negligible
R28 (20m) 13.7 13.7 0 Negligible 13.7 0 Negligible
R29 13.8 13.8 0 Negligible 13.8 0 Negligible
R29 (20m) 13.7 13.7 0 Negligible 13.7 0 Negligible
R30 12.9 12.9 0 Negligible 12.9 0 Negligible
R30 (20m) 12.9 12.9 0 Negligible 12.9 0 Negligible
R31 12.9 12.9 0 Negligible 12.9 0 Negligible
R31 (20m) 12.9 12.9 0 Negligible 12.9 0 Negligible
R32 13.5 13.6 0 Negligible 13.6 0 Negligible
R32 (20m) 13.5 13.5 0 Negligible 13.5 0 Negligible
R33 13.6 13.7 0 Negligible 13.7 1 Negligible
R33 (20m) 135 13.6 0 Negligible 13.6 0 Negligible
R34 13.6 13.6 0 Negligible 13.6 0 Negligible
R35 13.7 13.7 0 Negligible 13.8 0 Negligible
R35 (20m) 13.7 13.7 0 Negligible 13.7 0 Negligible
R36 13.8 13.8 0 Negligible 13.8 0 Negligible
R36 (20m) 135 135 0 Negligible 135 0 Negligible
R37 13.6 13.7 0 Negligible 13.7 0 Negligible
R38 134 134 0 Negligible 134 0 Negligible
R39 13.9 13.9 0 Negligible 13.9 0 Negligible
R39 (10.5m) 13.7 13.7 0 Negligible 13.7 0 Negligible
R40 14.1 14.0 0 Negligible 14.0 0 Negligible
R40 (20m) 13.7 13.7 0 Negligible 13.7 0 Negligible
R41 13.9 13.9 0 Negligible 13.9 0 Negligible
R41 (13.5m) 13.7 13.8 0 Negligible 13.8 0 Negligible
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Table 9.32 — Predicted 98th Percentile of 1-hour Mean Odour Concentrations (OUE/mS) in
2023

Faster Move

to Jets Case

Existing Receptors
R1 541982, 180307 3.3 3.8 3.7
R2 542133, 180303 3.1 3.6 3.5
R3 542177, 180229 15 2.1 2.0
R4 542549, 180153 0.7 2.6 2.5
R5 542687, 180145 0.5 2.4 2.4
R6 543127, 180121 0.2 1.1 1.1
R7 543676, 180077 0.2 0.4 0.4
R8 543709, 180015 0.2 0.4 0.4
R9 543523, 179954 0.2 0.4 0.4
R10 543715, 180875 0.3 0.5 0.5
R11 543612, 180883 0.3 0.6 0.6
R12 542826, 180920 0.4 0.9 0.8
R13 540854, 180110 0.2 0.3 0.3
R14 542321, 180086 0.6 1.3 1.3
R15 543749, 181324 0.2 0.4 0.3
R16 542306, 180219 1.3 2.3 2.3
R17 543800, 180701 0.3 0.6 0.6
R18 543650, 180655 0.5 0.9 0.8
R18 (20m) 543650, 180655 0.4 0.7 0.7
R19 540846, 180439 0.2 0.3 0.3
R19 (20m) 540846, 180439 0.2 0.3 0.3
R20 540681, 180448 0.2 0.3 0.3
R20 (20m) 540681, 180448 0.2 0.3 0.3
R21 (20m) 542050, 180261 1.2 1.7 1.6
R22 (20m) 543133, 180047 0.2 0.7 0.7
R22 (40m) 543133, 180047 0.2 0.5 0.5
R23 543868, 180637 0.3 0.5 0.5
R23 (20m) 543868, 180637 0.3 0.5 0.5
R24 543919, 180684 0.2 0.5 0.5
R24 (20m) 543919, 180684 0.2 0.4 0.4
R25 543478, 180695 0.5 0.9 0.9
R25 (10.5m) 543478, 180695 0.5 0.9 0.8
R26 543810, 180174 0.2 0.4 0.4
R26 (10.5m) 543810, 180174 0.2 0.4 0.4
New Receptors
R27 541614, 180468 1.2 1.6 1.5
R27 (20m) 541614, 180468 0.8 1.2 1.1
R28 541460, 180476 0.6 0.9 0.9
R28 (20m) 541460, 180476 0.5 0.8 0.8
R29 541587, 180372 0.9 1.2 1.2
R29 (20m) 541587, 180372 0.7 1.0 1.0
R30 544067, 180548 0.2 0.3 0.3
R30 (20m) 544067, 180548 0.2 0.3 0.3
R31 544088, 180710 0.2 0.4 0.3
R31 (20m) 544088, 180710 0.2 0.3 0.3
R32 542418, 180704 0.6 1.0 1.0
R32 (20m) 542418, 180704 0.5 0.8 0.8
R33 542979, 180691 0.6 1.6 1.5
R33 (20m) 542979, 180691 0.5 1.2 1.2
R34 542884, 180843 0.4 1.1 1.0
R35 541917, 180713 0.7 1.1 1.1
R35 (20m) 541917, 180713 0.6 0.9 0.9
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R36 541583, 180150 0.5 0.8 0.7
R36 (20m) 541583, 180150 0.4 0.7 0.7
R37 541862, 180129 0.7 1.1 11
R38 540890, 180071 0.2 0.3 0.3
R39 541882, 180859 0.4 0.7 0.7
R39 (10.5m) 541882, 180859 0.4 0.7 0.6
R40 541716, 180852 0.3 0.5 0.5
R40 (20m) 541716, 180852 0.3 0.5 0.5
R41 541627, 180863 0.3 0.5 0.4
R41 (13.5m) 541627, 180863 0.3 0.4 0.4
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9.229

9.230

9.231

9.232

9.233

9.234

9.235

2025 (Principal Year) Assessment

The predicted concentrations of nitrogen dioxide, PM1o and PM, 5 at each relevant receptor location for the
2025 Without CADP, the 2025 With CADP Higher Passenger and With CADP Faster Move to Jets
scenarios are set out below in Tables 9.33 to 9.35 respectively. The predicted concentrations for the With
CADP Core Case are provided in Appendix 9.9”*. A more detailed description of the results is provided in
Appendix 9.8 (Tables A8.13 to A8.18). The predicted og'" percentiles of 1-hour mean odour unit
concentrations are set out in Table 9.36. The annual mean nitrogen dioxide (ug/m3) concentrations are
also shown as isopleths in Appendix 9.7.

2025 Without CADP

The predicted annual mean concentrations of nitrogen dioxide in 2025 Without Development are lower
than in 2014 at all receptor locations. This is principally due to existing and agreed measures at both the
national and international levels to reduce emissions of nitrogen oxides from a wide range of sectors. The
highest predicted concentration (25.5 pg/m?) occurs at R2 (Camel Road), and is well below the objective.

Predicted concentrations of PMip and PM_ s are also lower in 2025 than in 2014. There are no predicted
exceedences of the objectives.

The predicted og™ percentile of 1-hour mean odour concentrations is higher in 2025 than in 2014,
reflecting the greater number of aircraft movements. Predicted values are all below the threshold for
moderately offensive odours (3 OUE/m3) apart from at R1 and R2 (Camel Road/Hartmann Road) where
concentrations of up to 3.3 OUg/m?® occur. This is still below the threshold for ‘less offensive’ odours.

2025 With CADP Core Case

The With CADP Core Case involves identical aircraft movements and airfield activity, but lower landside
road traffic movements than the CADP with Higher Passenger Case sensitivity test. The latter therefore
represents a worst-case 2025 development scenario with respect to air quality as overall road traffic
emissions generated by the development are higher. As such, the results of the air quality assessment for
the Higher Passenger Case, presented below, demonstrates the greatest potential air quality impacts in
2025; the predicted impacts associated with the 2025 With CADP Core Case are marginally lower, but the
outcome is unchanged.

2025 With CADP Higher Passenger Case

The predicted annual mean concentrations of nitrogen dioxide in 2025 With CADP are lower than in 2014
at all receptor locations. The highest predicted concentration (25.6 ug/m3) occurs at R2 (Camel Road),
and is well below the objective.

The magnitudes of change in annual mean nitrogen dioxide concentrations range from zero to 6%. The
impacts are described as negligible at all receptors other than at R5 (Hartmann Road) where the impact is
slight adverse. The concentration at R5 remains well below the objective.

74

As described in an earlier section, the 2025 With CADP Higher Passenger Case assumes the same aircraft fleet mix

and movements as the With CADP Core Case, but with a higher passenger load and associated increased surface access
movements. By definition, the impacts associated with the Higher Passenger case will be greater than for the Core Case. The
results for the Core Case are included in Appendix 9.9 for completeness.
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9.236  Predicted concentrations of PMip and PM. s are also lower in 2025 than in 2014. There are no predicted
exceedences of the objectives, and all predicted impacts are negligible.

9.237 The predicted og" percentile of 1-hour mean odour concentrations is higher in 2025 than in 2014,
reflecting the greater number of aircraft movements. Predicted values are all below the threshold for
moderately offensive odours (3 OUE/mz) apart from at R1 and R2 (Camel Road/Hartmann Road) where

concentrations of up to 3.6 OUg/m® occur. This is below the threshold for ‘less offensive’ odours.
2025 With CADP Faster Move to Jets Case

9.238 The predicted impacts associated with the 2025 With CADP Faster Move to Jets Case are marginally
higher than for the With CADP Higher Passenger Case, but the outcome is unchanged.

2025 Without CADP Higher Jet Centre Case

9.239 A semi-quantitative assessment of the 2025 CADP Higher Jet Centre Case has been based on a
comparison of NOx emissions. The Higher Jet Centre Case assumes a small change to the scheduled
movements (550 C100 aircraft are replaced by a similar number of E190 aircraft) and there are an
additional 8,000 Jet Centre movements. This would increase NOx emissions from 300 te/yr (Without
CADP) to 313 te/yr (Without CADP Higher Jet Centre). This would marginally increase NOx
concentrations, but not to an extent at which the air quality objective for nitrogen dioxide would be
exceeded.
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Table 9.33 — Predicted Impacts on Annual Mean Nitrogen Dioxide Concentrations (ug/m?®)

- 2025

. or I Without | VV_thHigher Passenger Casie | VV_tlr:]aster Move to Jets Calse -

coepier bty CAIDP L0 CUENES | De?cpr?gtor CAIDP L0 CUENES | De?cpr?gtor

Existing Receptors
R1 24.9 25.1 1 Negligible 25.1 1 Negligible
R2 25.5 25.6 0 Negligible 25.7 0 Negligible
R3 225 23.2 2 Negligible 23.2 2 Negligible
R4 21.6 23.8 5 Negligible 23.8 5 Negligible
Slight Slight
RS 20.8 233 6 Adverse 233 6 Adverse
R6 19.2 20.4 3 Negligible 20.4 3 Negligible
R7 18.5 19.1 1 Negligible 19.1 1 Negligible
R8 19.4 20.4 2 Negligible 20.3 2 Negligible
R9 19.0 19.7 2 Negligible 19.7 2 Negligible
R10 21.9 224 1 Negligible 224 1 Negligible
R11 20.2 20.7 1 Negligible 20.8 1 Negligible
R12 20.8 21.3 1 Negligible 21.4 1 Negligible
R13 21.8 22.1 1 Negligible 22.0 1 Negligible
R14 22.2 22.9 2 Negligible 22.9 2 Negligible
R15 19.1 19.4 1 Negligible 19.4 1 Negligible
R16 22.8 24.1 3 Negligible 24.1 3 Negligible
R17 20.1 20.8 2 Negligible 20.9 2 Negligible
R18 20.3 21.2 2 Negligible 214 3 Negligible
R18 (20m) 19.9 20.7 2 Negligible 20.9 2 Negligible
R19 19.8 19.9 0 Negligible 19.9 0 Negligible
R19 (20m) 19.8 19.9 0 Negligible 19.9 0 Negligible
R20 20.0 20.1 0 Negligible 20.1 0 Negligible
R20 (20m) 19.9 20.0 0 Negligible 20.1 0 Negligible
R21 (20m) 21.7 22.3 2 Negligible 22.3 2 Negligible
R22 (20m) 19.0 19.6 2 Negligible 19.6 2 Negligible
R22 (40m) 18.9 19.3 1 Negligible 19.3 1 Negligible
R23 194 20.0 2 Negligible 20.1 2 Negligible
R23 (20m) 19.0 19.5 1 Negligible 19.6 1 Negligible
R24 19.2 19.7 1 Negligible 19.7 1 Negligible
R24 (20m) 18.9 19.4 1 Negligible 19.4 1 Negligible
R25 20.3 21.3 2 Negligible 214 3 Negligible
(R_,LZCme) 20.2 21.1 2 Negligible | 21.2 3 Negligible
R26 194 20.3 2 Negligible 20.3 2 Negligible
g%%m) 185 19.0 1 Negligible | 19.0 1 Negligible
New Receptors
R27 20.9 21.0 0 Negligible 21.0 0 Negligible
R27 (20m) 19.9 20.3 1 Negligible 20.3 1 Negligible
R28 194 19.7 1 Negligible 19.7 1 Negligible
R28 (20m) 19.3 19.5 1 Negligible 19.6 1 Negligible
R29 20.9 211 1 Negligible 21.2 1 Negligible
R29 (20m) 19.9 20.2 1 Negligible 20.3 1 Negligible
R30 18.8 19.1 1 Negligible 19.2 1 Negligible
R30 (20m) 18.8 19.1 1 Negligible 19.1 1 Negligible
R31 18.8 19.1 1 Negligible 19.2 1 Negligible
R31 (20m) 18.8 19.1 1 Negligible 19.1 1 Negligible
R32 21.4 21.9 1 Negligible 22.0 1 Negligible
R32 (20m) 21.2 21.6 1 Negligible 21.7 1 Negligible
R33 21.1 22.7 4 Negligible 22.8 4 Negligible
R33 (20m) 20.9 22.2 3 Negligible 22.3 3 Negligible
R34 214 22.1 2 Negligible 22.2 2 Negligible
R35 20.7 21.0 1 Negligible 211 1 Negligible
R35 (20m) 204 20.7 1 Negligible 20.8 1 Negligible
R36 21.7 22.1 1 Negligible 22.1 1 Negligible
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Without Higher Passenger Case Faster Move to Jets Case
Receptor ID CADP

Wiy o Impact Wiy o Impact
CADP Ly Descriptor CADP b Ly Descriptor

R36 (20m) 20.0 20.3 1 Negligible 20.3 1 Negligible
R37 21.2 21.6 1 Negligible 21.6 1 Negligible
R38 211 21.3 1 Negligible 21.3 0 Negligible
R39 20.9 21.0 0 Negligible 21.0 0 Negligible
R39 . -

(10.5m) 20.1 20.3 0 Negligible 20.3 1 Negligible
R40 22.0 22.0 0 Negligible 22.0 0 Negligible
R40 (20m) 19.5 19.6 0 Negligible 19.7 0 Negligible
R41 204 20.5 0 Negligible 20.5 0 Negligible
R41 . .

(13.5m) 19.5 19.6 0 Negligible 19.7 0 Negligible

Table 9.34 — Predicted Impacts on Annual Mean PM,, Concentrations (ug/m®) in 2025
" ngher Passenger Case Faster Move to Jets Case

Impact |  With | Impact
o0change | peilivi | Gapp %CHEN%E | perliin

Existing Receptors
R1 20.5 20.4 0 Negligible 20.4 0 Negligible
R2 20.4 20.3 0 Negligible 20.3 0 Negligible
R3 19.9 19.9 0 Negligible 19.9 0 Negligible
R4 19.7 19.9 1 Negligible 19.9 1 Negligible
R5 19.5 19.8 1 Negligible 19.8 1 Negligible
R6 19.3 194 0 Negligible 194 0 Negligible
R7 19.1 19.2 0 Negligible 19.2 0 Negligible
R8 19.4 19.7 1 Negligible 19.7 1 Negligible
R9 19.4 19.6 1 Negligible 19.6 1 Negligible
R10 19.7 19.7 0 Negligible 19.7 0 Negligible
R11 195 19.5 0 Negligible 19.5 0 Negligible
R12 19.5 19.5 0 Negligible 19.5 0 Negligible
R13 20.1 20.2 0 Negligible 20.1 0 Negligible
R14 19.9 20.0 0 Negligible 20.0 0 Negligible
R15 19.3 19.4 0 Negligible 19.4 0 Negligible
R16 19.9 20.0 0 Negligible 20.0 0 Negligible
R17 19.2 19.3 0 Negligible 19.3 0 Negligible
R18 19.3 19.3 0 Negligible 19.3 0 Negligible
R18 (20m) 19.2 19.3 0 Negligible 19.3 0 Negligible
R19 19.7 19.7 0 Negligible 19.7 0 Negligible
R19 (20m) 19.7 19.7 0 Negligible 19.7 0 Negligible
R20 19.6 19.6 0 Negligible 19.6 0 Negligible
R20 (20m) 19.6 19.6 0 Negligible 19.6 0 Negligible
R21 (20m) 19.8 19.8 0 Negligible 19.9 0 Negligible
R22 (20m) 19.3 19.3 0 Negligible 19.3 0 Negligible
R22 (40m) 19.2 19.3 0 Negligible 19.3 0 Negligible
R23 19.0 19.1 0 Negligible 19.1 0 Negligible
R23 (20m) 18.9 18.9 0 Negligible 18.9 0 Negligible
R24 18.9 18.9 0 Negligible 19.0 0 Negligible
R24 (20m) 18.8 18.9 0 Negligible 18.9 0 Negligible
R25 194 194 0 Negligible 19.5 0 Negligible
R25 (10.5m) 19.4 19.4 0 Negligible 19.4 0 Negligible
R26 19.2 194 1 Negligible 194 1 Negligible
R26 (10.5m) 19.0 19.0 0 Negligible 19.0 0 Negligible
New Receptors
R27 20.3 20.2 0 Negligible 20.2 0 Negligible
R27 (20m) 20.0 20.1 0 Negligible 20.1 0 Negligible
R28 20.1 20.1 0 Negligible 20.1 0 Negligible
R28 (20m) 20.0 20.0 0 Negligible 20.0 0 Negligible
R29 20.2 20.2 0 Negligible 20.2 0 Negligible
R29 (20m) 20.0 20.0 0 Negligible 20.0 0 Negligible
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Without Higher Passenger Case Faster Move to Jets Case

Receptor ID With ® Impact With o Impact
il CADP ) G Descriptor | CADP ) G Descriptor

R30 18.7 18.7 0 Negligible 18.7 Negligible
R30 (20m) 18.7 18.7 0 Negligible 18.7 0 Negligible
R31 18.7 18.7 0 Negligible 18.7 0 Negligible
R31 (20m) 18.6 18.7 0 Negligible 18.7 0 Negligible
R32 19.5 19.6 0 Negligible 19.6 0 Negligible
R32 (20m) 19.5 19.5 0 Negligible 19.5 0 Negligible
R33 195 19.7 0 Negligible 19.7 0 Negligible
R33 (20m) 19.4 19.6 0 Negligible 19.6 0 Negligible
R34 19.7 19.7 0 Negligible 19.7 0 Negligible
R35 20.0 20.0 0 Negligible 20.0 0 Negligible
R35 (20m) 19.9 20.0 0 Negligible 20.0 0 Negligible
R36 20.2 20.2 0 Negligible 20.2 0 Negligible
R36 (20m) 19.7 19.7 0 Negligible 19.7 0 Negligible
R37 19.8 19.9 0 Negligible 19.9 0 Negligible
R38 19.8 19.9 0 Negligible 19.9 0 Negligible
R39 20.4 20.3 0 Negligible 20.3 0 Negligible
R39 (10.5m) 20.1 20.1 0 Negligible 20.1 0 Negligible
R40 20.8 20.7 0 Negligible 20.7 0 Negligible
R40 (20m) 20.1 20.1 0 Negligible 20.1 0 Negligible
R41 20.5 20.5 0 Negligible 20.5 0 Negligible
R41 (13.5m) 20.2 20.2 0 Negligible 20.2 0 Negligible

Table 9.35 — Predicted Impacts on Annual Mean PM, s Concentrations (ug/m?®) in 2025

. Higher Passenger Case \ Faster Move to Jets Case \
Receptor ID e i Impact With Impact
A 0, 0,
Sl o AT Descriptor CADP o AT Descriptor

Existing Receptors
R1 13.9 13.9 0 Negligible 13.9 0 Negligible
R2 14.0 13.9 0 Negligible 13.9 0 Negligible
R3 135 13.6 0 Negligible 13.6 0 Negligible
R4 13.3 13.6 1 Negligible 13.6 1 Negligible
R5 13.2 13.5 1 Negligible 13.5 1 Negligible
R6 13.0 13.2 0 Negligible 13.2 0 Negligible
R7 12.9 13.0 0 Negligible 13.0 0 Negligible
R8 13.1 13.2 1 Negligible 13.2 1 Negligible
R9 13.1 13.2 0 Negligible 13.2 0 Negligible
R10 13.3 13.3 0 Negligible 13.3 0 Negligible
R11 13.2 13.2 0 Negligible 13.2 0 Negligible
R12 13.2 13.2 0 Negligible 13.2 0 Negligible
R13 13.3 13.4 0 Negligible 13.4 0 Negligible
R14 13.5 13.5 0 Negligible 13.5 0 Negligible
R15 13.0 13.0 0 Negligible 13.0 0 Negligible
R16 135 13.7 0 Negligible 13.7 0 Negligible
R17 13.0 13.1 0 Negligible 13.1 0 Negligible
R18 13.1 13.2 0 Negligible 13.2 0 Negligible
R18 (20m) 13.1 13.1 0 Negligible 13.1 0 Negligible
R19 13.1 13.1 0 Negligible 13.1 0 Negligible
R19 (20m) 13.1 13.1 0 Negligible 13.1 0 Negligible
R20 13.0 13.0 0 Negligible 13.0 0 Negligible
R20 (20m) 13.0 13.0 0 Negligible 13.0 0 Negligible
R21 (20m) 13.4 13.5 0 Negligible 13.5 0 Negligible
R22 (20m) 13.0 13.1 0 Negligible 13.1 0 Negligible
R22 (40m) 13.0 13.0 0 Negligible 13.0 0 Negligible
R23 12.9 13.0 0 Negligible 13.0 0 Negligible
R23 (20m) 12.8 12.9 0 Negligible 12.9 0 Negligible
R24 12.8 12.9 0 Negligible 12.9 0 Negligible
R24 (20m) 12.8 12.8 0 Negligible 12.8 0 Negligible
R25 13.2 13.3 0 Negligible 13.3 0 Negligible
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Without Higher Passenger Case Faster Move to Jets Case

Receptor ID With ® Impact With o Impact
il CADP b CIETERS Descriptor | CADP b g Descriptor

R25 (10.5m) 13.2 13.2 0 Negligible 13.2 Negligible
R26 13.0 13.1 0 Negligible 13.1 0 Negligible
R26 (10.5m) 12.8 12.9 0 Negligible 12.9 0 Negligible
New Receptors
R27 13.6 13.6 0 Negligible 13.6 0 Negligible
R27 (20m) 13.5 13.5 0 Negligible 13.5 0 Negligible
R28 134 13.5 0 Negligible 13.5 0 Negligible
R28 (20m) 134 134 0 Negligible 134 0 Negligible
R29 13.5 13.6 0 Negligible 13.6 0 Negligible
R29 (20m) 13.4 13.4 0 Negligible 13.4 0 Negligible
R30 12.7 12.7 0 Negligible 12.7 0 Negligible
R30 (20m) 12.7 12.7 0 Negligible 12.7 0 Negligible
R31 12.7 12.7 0 Negligible 12.7 0 Negligible
R31 (20m) 12.7 12.7 0 Negligible 12.7 0 Negligible
R32 13.3 13.3 0 Negligible 13.3 0 Negligible
R32 (20m) 13.2 13.3 0 Negligible 13.3 0 Negligible
R33 13.3 13.5 1 Negligible 13.5 1 Negligible
R33 (20m) 13.3 134 0 Negligible 134 0 Negligible
R34 13.3 134 0 Negligible 134 0 Negligible
R35 13.5 13.5 0 Negligible 13.5 0 Negligible
R35 (20m) 13.4 13.5 0 Negligible 13.5 0 Negligible
R36 13.5 13.6 0 Negligible 13.6 0 Negligible
R36 (20m) 13.2 13.3 0 Negligible 13.3 0 Negligible
R37 134 134 0 Negligible 134 0 Negligible
R38 13.2 13.2 0 Negligible 13.2 0 Negligible
R39 13.6 13.6 0 Negligible 13.6 0 Negligible
R39 (10.5m) 135 135 0 Negligible 135 0 Negligible
R40 13.8 13.8 0 Negligible 13.8 0 Negligible
R40 (20m) 13.4 13.5 0 Negligible 13.5 0 Negligible
R41 13.6 13.6 0 Negligible 13.6 0 Negligible
R41 (13.5m) 135 13.5 0 Negligible 13.5 0 Negligible

Table 9.36 — Predicted 98th Percentile of 1-hour Mean Odour Concentrations (OUE/ms) in
2025
98" Percentile (OUg/m®)
Higher Faster Move to
Without CADP Passenger Jets Case
Case

Receptor ID OS Grid Ref

Existing Receptors
R1 541982, 180307 3.3 3.6 35
R2 542133, 180303 3.2 3.5 3.4
R3 542177, 180229 15 2.1 2.1
R4 542549, 180153 0.7 2.8 2.7
R5 542687, 180145 0.5 2.6 2.6
R6 543127, 180121 0.2 1.1 1.1
R7 543676, 180077 0.2 0.4 0.4
R8 543709, 180015 0.2 0.4 0.4
R9 543523, 179954 0.2 0.4 0.4
R10 543715, 180875 0.3 0.6 0.5
R11 543612, 180883 0.3 0.6 0.6
R12 542826, 180920 0.4 0.9 0.9
R13 540854, 180110 0.2 0.3 0.3
R14 542321, 180086 0.6 1.4 14
R15 543749, 181324 0.2 0.4 0.4
R16 542306, 180219 1.3 25 2.4
R17 543800, 180701 0.3 0.6 0.6
R18 543650, 180655 0.5 0.9 0.8
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R18 (20m) 543650, 180655 0.4 0.7 0.7
R19 540846, 180439 0.2 0.3 0.3
R19 (20m) 540846, 180439 0.2 0.3 0.3
R20 540681, 180448 0.2 0.3 0.3
R20 (20m) 540681, 180448 0.2 0.3 0.3
R21 (20m) 542050, 180261 1.2 1.7 1.6
R22 (20m) 543133, 180047 0.2 0.7 0.7
R22 (40m) 543133, 180047 0.2 0.5 0.5
R23 543868, 180637 0.3 0.5 0.5
R23 (20m) 543868, 180637 0.3 0.5 0.5
R24 543919, 180684 0.2 0.5 0.5
R24 (20m) 543919, 180684 0.2 0.5 0.4
R25 543478, 180695 0.5 0.9 0.9
R25 (10.5m) | 543478, 180695 0.5 0.9 0.8
R26 543810, 180174 0.2 0.4 0.4
R26 (10.5m) | 543810, 180174 0.2 0.4 0.4
New Receptors
R27 541614, 180468 1.2 1.4 1.3
R27 (20m) 541614, 180468 0.8 1.1 1.0
R28 541460, 180476 0.6 0.8 0.8
R28 (20m) 541460, 180476 0.5 0.8 0.7
R29 541587, 180372 0.9 1.1 1.1
R29 (20m) 541587, 180372 0.7 1.0 1.0
R30 544067, 180548 0.2 0.3 0.3
R30 (20m) 544067, 180548 0.2 0.3 0.3
R31 544088, 180710 0.2 0.4 0.3
R31 (20m) 544088, 180710 0.2 0.3 0.3
R32 542418, 180704 0.6 1.1 1.0
R32 (20m) 542418, 180704 0.5 0.8 0.8
R33 542979, 180691 0.6 1.7 1.6
R33 (20m) 542979, 180691 0.5 1.3 1.3
R34 542884, 180843 0.4 1.1 1.1
R35 541917, 180713 0.7 1.1 1.0
R35 (20m) 541917, 180713 0.6 0.9 0.9
R36 541583, 180150 0.5 0.7 0.7
R36 (20m) 541583, 180150 0.4 0.7 0.7
R37 541862, 180129 0.7 1.1 1.0
R38 540890, 180071 0.2 0.3 0.3
R39 541882, 180859 0.4 0.7 0.7
R39 (10.5m) | 541882, 180859 0.4 0.7 0.6
R40 541716, 180852 0.3 0.5 0.5
R40 (20m) 541716, 180852 0.3 0.5 0.4
R41 541627, 180863 0.3 0.4 0.4
R41 (13.5m) | 541627, 180863 0.3 0.4 0.4
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9.240

9.241

9.242

9.243

9.244

9.245

9.246

Significance of Operational Impacts

2020 (Transitional Year)

The operational air quality impacts in 2020 are judged to be ‘not significant’ (Table 9.37). This professional
judgement is made in accordance with the methodology set out above and taking into account the factors
recommended by the EPUK/IAQM Guidance, and also acknowledging the uncertainty over future
projections of traffic-related nitrogen dioxide concentrations, which may not decline as rapidly as
expected. The latter has been addressed by giving consideration to both sets of modelled results for
nitrogen dioxide; those with and without reductions in traffic emissions. It is to be expected that
concentrations will fall in the range between the two sets of results, although by 2020 the impacts are
likely to be closer to the ‘With Reduction’ results than the ‘Without Reduction’ results.

More specifically, the judgement that the air quality impacts will be not be significant takes account of the
assessment that concentrations will be below, and mostly well below, the air quality objectives and all of

the impacts are predicted to be negligible.

The significance of air quality impacts has also been considered using the flow chart provided in the
London Councils guidance. This flow chart is intended to assist local authority officers in their decision as
to whether a proposed development will have a significant impact on air quality. Table 9.38 (below)
provides the outcome of this assessment based on the professional judgement of the authors of this UES
chapter - AQC. The conclusion is that air quality is not a significant consideration.

A number of properties in close proximity to the extended apron are at risk of being affected by odours
due to the increased number of aircraft movements. Predicted odour concentrations at properties close to
the CADP proposals (e.g. R4 and R5) are well below the thresholds at which complaints are likely, and the
spatial change to emissions sources is not likely to be significant. Predicted odour concentrations are
higher in 2020 than in 2014, but remain below the threshold for less offensive odours. It is, however,
considered that these predictions are likely to be overstated as no account has been taken of the shielding
effect of the terminal buildings and pier, and elevated DLR infrastructure, which will substantially increase
the dispersion of any odorous emissions. Taking this uncertainty into account, the impact of odour
emissions is judged to be negligible to slight adverse, and the overall impact is insignificant. This
conclusion is consistent with the absence of odour complaints in recent years.

2023 (Design Year)

The operational air quality impacts in 2023 are judged to be not significant (Table 9.37). This professional
judgement is made in accordance with the methodology set out above and taking into account the factors
recommended by EPUK/IAQM, also acknowledging the uncertainty over predictions by building a number
of worst-case assumptions into the assessment.

More specifically, the judgement that the air quality impacts will be not significant takes account of the
assessment that concentrations will be below the air quality objectives and all of the impacts are predicted
to be negligible to slight adverse.

The significance of air quality impacts has also been considered using the flow chart provided in the
London Councils guidance. Table 9.37 provides the outcome of this assessment based on the
professional judgement of AQC. The conclusion is that air quality is not a significant consideration.
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9.247

9.248

9.249

9.250

9.251

A number of properties in close proximity to the extended apron are at risk of being affected by odours
due to the increased number of aircraft movements. Predicted odour concentrations at properties close to
the CADP proposals are well below the thresholds at which complaints are likely, and the spatial change
to emissions sources is not likely to be significant. Predicted odour unit concentrations are higher in 2023
than in 2014, but do not exceed the threshold for less offensive odours. For reasons stated above, it is
considered that these predictions are likely to be overstated. Taking this uncertainty into account, the
impact of odour emissions is judged to be negligible to slight adverse, and the overall impact is
insignificant. This conclusion is consistent with the absence of odour complaints in recent years.

2025 (Principal Assessment Year)

The operational air quality impacts in 2025 are judged to be not significant (Table 9.37). This professional
judgement is made in accordance with the methodology set out above taking into account the factors
recommended by EPUK/IAQM, and also acknowledging the uncertainty over predictions by building a
number of worst-case assumptions into the assessment.

More specifically, the judgement that the air quality impacts will be not significant takes account of the
assessment that concentrations will be below the air quality objectives and all of the impacts are predicted

to be negligible to slight adverse.

The significance of air quality impacts has also been considered using the flow chart provided in the
London Councils guidance. Table 9.37 provides the outcome of this assessment based on the
professional judgement of AQC. The conclusion is that air quality is not a significant consideration.

A number of properties in close proximity to the extended apron are at risk of being affected by odours
due to the increased number of aircraft movements. Predicted odour unit concentrations at properties
close to the CADP boundary are well below the thresholds at which complaints are likely, and the spatial
change to emissions sources is not likely to be significant. Predicted odour unit concentrations are higher
in 2025 than in 2014, but do not exceed the threshold for less offensive odours. For reasons set out
above, it considered that these predictions are likely to be overstated. Taking this uncertainty into account,
the impact of odour emissions is judged to be negligible to slight adverse, and the overall impact is
insignificant. This conclusion is consistent with the absence of odour complaints in recent years.
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Table 9.37 - Factors Taken into Account in Determining Air Quality Significance
Outcome of Assessment

Factors

Number of people affected by
increases and/or decreases in
concentrations and a judgement on
the overall balance.

2020

A large number of people would be affected by
an imperceptible increase in concentrations
With Development, but levels would be lower
than in 2014.

2023 and 2025

A large number of people would be affected by
an imperceptible increase in concentrations
With Development, but levels would be lower
than in 2014.

The magnitude of the changes and
the descriptions of the impacts at the
receptors

The magnitude of change at most receptor
locations is less than1%. All impacts are
negligible to slight adverse.

The magnitude of change at most receptor
locations is less than 1%. All impacts are
negligible.

Whether or not an exceedence of an
objective is predicted to arise in the
study area where none existed
before or an exceedence area is
substantially increased.

No exceedences of the objectives are predicted.

No exceedences of the objectives are predicted.

Whether or not the study area
exceeds an objective and this
exceedence is removed or the
exceedence area is reduced.

The Airport itself does not lie within the AQMA
boundary, but the general study area does. The
CADP would not affect the AQMA boundary.

The Airport itself does not lie within the AQMA
boundary, but the general study area does. The
CADP would not affect the AQMA boundary.

Uncertainty, including the extent to
which worst-case assumptions have
been made

A number of worst-case assumptions have been
built into the assessment, and the uncertainty
related to forecast road traffic emissions in 2020
has been considered.

A number of worst-case assumptions have been
built into the assessment.

The extent to which an objective is
exceeded.

No exceedences of the objectives are predicted.

No exceedences of the objectives are predicted.
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Table 9.38 — Assessment of the Significance of Air Quality Impacts Based On London Councils Guidance
Effect of Proposed

Development

Is the development located in an
AQMA?

2020

Assessment

2023

2025

The Airport and application site is not located within an AQMA, but the wider study area is. For the purpose of this assessment it

is assumed the answer is YES.

Will it interfere with or prevent
implementation of measures in
the Air Quality Action Plan?

The CADP proposals will not affect the Council's AQAP. The answer is NO.

Is it likely to cause a worsening of
air quality or introduce new
exposure into the AQMA?

Predicted concentrations are generally
lower in 2020 than in 2014, even
assuming “without emissions reduction”
for road vehicles. Concentrations are
generally higher With CADP in 2020
compared to Without CADP scenario, but
the incremental change is less than 1%
at the majority of receptors. A small
number of properties on Hartmann Road
would experience a reduction in
concentrations. The CADP proposals
would introduce no new exposure. The
answer is NO.

Predicted concentrations are lower in
2023 than in 2014. Concentrations are
generally higher With CADP in 2023
compared to Without CADP scenario, but
the incremental change is less than 1%
at the majority of receptors. The CADP
proposals would introduce no new
exposure. The answer is NO.

Predicted concentrations are lower in
2025 than in 2014. Concentrations are
generally higher With CADP in 2025
compared to Without CADP scenario, but
the incremental change is less than 1%
at the majority of receptors. The CADP
proposals would introduce no new
exposure. The answer is NO.

Air quality is not a significant consideration
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9.252

9.253

9.254

9.255

9.256

9.257

9.258

National Compliance

In assessing national compliance, it is important to recognise that the air quality objectives and the EU
limit values are fundamentally different. In the UK, the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs (Defra) is nominated as the “competent authority”, and it is only the competent authority that
can determine compliance with the EU limit values. Compliance is determined through national
monitoring and modelling (the Pollution Climate Mapping (PCM) model). There are a number of important
differences between the way in which national compliance is determined, and the way in which local
authorities use monitoring and modelling to determine compliance with the objectives. Because of these
differences, there are widespread disparities between compliance with the limit values and objectives
across the UK.

As stated in the Baseline Conditions section of this Chapter, Defra has only published the national
interactive maps of roadside annual mean nitrogen dioxide concentrations for 2012; it is not possible to
replicate the output of Defra’s Pollution Climate Mapping (PCM) model for any future year. However,
Defra has recently published information on the 50 highest PCM modelled road links in London, under the
Environmental Information Regulations (EIR)’®; these data are provided for 2025.

Data released by Defra under the EIR provide PCM predicted values for a number of road links in East
London; the highest predicted value (51 ug/m3) occurs at the Al13 in Canning Town. The highest
predicted concentration in 2025 in the Greater London agglomeration (which occurs at Marylebone Road)
is 56 ug/m°.

The incremental change associated with CADP in 2025 has been predicted at receptor locations 4
metres from the kerbside of the A13 (to coincide with Defra’s PCM modelling approach). The results have
been predicted for the “With CADP Faster Move to Jets Case”, as this represents the greatest impact, and

demonstrate an incremental change of 0.09 ug/m3.
The following conclusions can be drawn with respect to the guidance in National Networks NPS:

The CADP Scheme will not cause a compliant zone or agglomeration to become non-compliant. The
Defra PCM model forecasts indicate that the Greater London agglomeration will already be non-
compliant in 2025, and beyond;

The CADP Scheme will not affect the ability of a non-compliant area to become compliant. The
highest PCM predicted value in 2025 (at Marylebone Road) is 5 pg/m3 (annual mean, nitrogen
dioxide) higher than at the A13. The incremental change brought about by the CADP Scheme at the
A13is 0.09 pg/m°, and is negligible.

It is concluded that the CADP Scheme does not affect national compliance with the EU limit value.

Health Impacts

Paragraphs 9.46 and 9.47 describe the health effects associated with air pollution. Details are provided
on risk coefficients that have been determined for mortality associated with changes in exposure to

75
76

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/50-highest-modelled-nitrogen-dioxide-no2-concentrations
This has been calculated as the “With CADP” minus the “Without CADP”
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nitrogen dioxide and PM2s. These risk coefficients can be applied to understand the health significance of
the changes that are predicted to arise from the CADP. A worst-case analysis has been applied in the
first instance, as described below. As this demonstrates insignificant impacts, it is not necessary to

proceed to a more detailed analysis.

9.259 The analysis relies on the results presented in this Chapter for the impacts for the With CADP Core Case
in 2025. The analysis is based on consideration of the highest increases in concentrations, which occur at
receptor R5. The annual mean nitrogen dioxide concentration is predicted to increase by 2.5 ug/m3
(based on the un-rounded numbers summarised in Table 9.33) and that for PM, s by 0.3 ug/m*® (based on
the un-rounded numbers summarised in see Table 9.35). The risk coefficients are 3.9% per 10 ug/m3
change in annual mean nitrogen dioxide and 6% per 10 ug/m3 change in annual mean PMz5s. These risk
coefficients are applied to the mortality rate for the population over 30 years of age in Newham, which is
1,238 per 100,000. Using these numbers, and applying the calculation procedure as set out in the recent
report by King's College London ") shows that around 9,000 people over 30 years of age would need to
be exposed to the increase in annual mean nitrogen dioxide at R5 to give rise to one additional death in
2025. This is similar to the entire population (all ages) of the Royal Docks (10,679 people (78)). In the
case of PM_s, around 50,000 people over 30 years of age would need to be exposed to the increase in
annual mean nitrogen dioxide at R5 to give rise to one additional death in 2025. This is around five times
the entire population (all ages) of the Royal Docks. In practice, the increase in exposure averaged across
the population around the Airport will be well below the concentrations of nitrogen dioxide and PM. s at R5,
and thus the numbers that would need to be exposed to give rise to one additional death brought forward
per year will be much higher in practice. These numbers would be much higher than the population
actually exposed and thus the risks of detectable effects will be negligible and hence not significant.

They do not justify a more detailed calculation.

9.260 The incremental changes associated with the 2025 With CADP Higher Passenger case are marginally
higher for nitrogen dioxide (an increase of 2.6 pg/m3 (as opposed to 2.5 ug/m3 for the Core Case) but this
does not affect the conclusions above.

Total Emissions

9.261 A summary of the 2020, 2023 and 2025 emissions (tonnes/yr) is shown in Table 9.39. This shows the
emissions from different source categories. As described in the methodology section above, Airport-
related PM emissions are assumed to represent both the PM3p and PM, s fractions, and which represents
a worst case. Emissions from aircraft dominate in all years, but a direct comparison between Airport and
Landside Road Traffic sources should be treated with caution as the latter is defined by the scale of the
road network included in the assessment. It should also be born in mind that emissions from aircraft have
been calculated within a ceiling altitude of 915m; emissions at altitude cannot be directly compared with
those derived from solely ground-based sources.

9.262  Airport source NOx emissions increase by between 11% (2020) and 29% (2025) in the With CADP as
compared to Without CADP cases, in broad proportion to the increasing numbers of passengers and
scheduled aircraft movements. The increase in Airport source emissions from 2020 to 2025 is in part

v King’s College London (2015) Understanding the Health Impacts of Air Pollution in London.

"8 Office for National Statistics. (2011). 2011 Census. Usual resident population, March 2011 Available www.ons.gov.uk Last Accessed
24/04/13
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offset by a reduction in road traffic emissions, but as stated above, this comparison is biased by the scale
of the road network included in the assessment.
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Table 9.39 — Summary Emissions for 2020, 2023 and 2025 (te/yr)

NOX (te/yr) PMyo (te/yr)

Without CADP With CADP Without CADP With CADP

Source Categor:

Without CADP With CADP

2020
Airport Sources
g;(t:irnagf; (LTO cycle plus APU and engine 202 1 321.9 171 18.3 17.1 18.3
Airside vehicles, MGPU and training fires 3.0 3.1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Gas Boilers/Energy Centre 0.4 2.7 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Taxi Ranks/Car Parks 0.2 0.6 <0.1 0.1 <0.1 0.1
Total Airport Related 295.7 328 17.4 18.7 17.4 18.7
Landside Road Traffic
Roa}d Frafﬂc on Ioc_al road network — Without 498 494 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Emissions Reduction
Road traffic on local road network — With 28.0 28.3 28 29 15 1.6

Emissions Reduction

2023 Core Case

Airport Sources
Aircraft (LTO cycle plus APU and engine

; 295.6 356.5 17.2 18.1 17.2 18.1
testing)
Airside vehicles and MGPU 2.8 2.9 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Gas Boilers/Energy Centre 0.4 2.8 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Taxi Ranks/Car Parks 0.2 0.6 <0.1 0.1 <0.1 0.1
Total Airport Related 299.0 363 175 18.5 175 18.5
Landside Road Traffic
Road traffic on local road network (Core 212 218 238 29 15 16
Case)
Road traffic on local road network (Higher 212 221 23 29 15 16

Passenger Case)

2023 Faster Move to Jets

Airport Sources
Aircraft (LTO cycle plus APU and engine

testing) 295.6 372.3 17.2 18.7 17.2 18.7
Airside vehicles and MGPU 2.8 2.9 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Gas Boilers/Energy Centre 0.4 2.8 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Taxi Ranks/Car Parks 0.2 0.6 <0.1 0.1 <0.1 0.1
Total Airport Related 299.0 379 175 19.0 175 19.0
Landside Road Traffic

Road traffic on local road network ’ 21.2 21.8 2.8 29 1.5 1.6
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Source Category NOX (te/yr) ‘ PMyo (tefyr) PM_s (telyr)

| Without CADP With CADP | Without CADP | With CADP Without CADP With CADP

2025 Core Case

Airport Sources

Aircraft (LTO cycle plus APU and engine

. 296.4 367.2 17.2 18.3 17.2 18.3
testing)
Airside vehicles, MGPU and training fires 2.9 3.0 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Gas Boilers/Energy Centre 0.4 2.8 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Taxi Ranks/Car Parks 0.2 0.6 <0.1 0.1 <0.1 0.1
Total Airport Related 299.9 374 17.5 18.7 17.5 18.7
Landside Road Traffic
Road traffic on local road network (Core 17.7 18.2 238 29 15 16
Case)
Road traffic on local road network (Higher 17.7 185 28 29 15 16

Passenger Case)

2025 Faster Move to Jets Case

Airport Sources

Aircraft (LTO cycle plus APU and engine

. 296.4 383.3 17.2 18.8 17.2 18.8
testing)
Airside vehicles, MGPU and training fires 2.9 3.0 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Gas Boilers/Energy Centre 0.4 2.8 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Taxi Ranks/Car Parks 0.2 0.5 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Total Airport Related 299.9 390 17.5 19.2 17.5 19.2
Landside Road Traffic
Road traffic on local road network 17.7 18.2 2.8 2.9 15 1.6
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Air Quality Neutral

9.263 In terms of the minimum standards, the CADP proposals comply with the Mayor’'s adopted SPG. Ultra-low
NOx boilers (<40 mgNOx/kWh) would be installed, and abatement (95% catalytic reduction) would be
applied to the CHP engines (to achieve an emission rate of <40 mg NOx/Nm3, as compared with the GLA
standard of 95 mg NOx/Nm3).

9.264 The application of the air quality neutral guidance to airports is not straightforward. The Building Emission
Benchmarks (BEBs) and Road Transport Emission benchmarks (TEBs) have only been derived for a
limited number of land-use classes. Whilst some of these land-use classes form part of the CADP
proposals (e.g. Retail (Al), Restaurants and Cafes (A3), Hotels (C1) etc.), much of the Gross Internal
Floor Area (GFA) is Sui Generis. In addition, road transport movements generated by, for example, retail
development within the Airport, are unlikely to be well-characterised by other retail development across
London.

9.265 Emissions arising from aircraft are not included in the air quality neutral assessment as the supporting
report to the SPG explains that “the responsibility for mitigation/offsetting could not reasonably lie with the
airport operator as they have very limited control over what aircraft are used by the airlines”.

Building Emission Benchmarks

9.266 The CADP proposals would provide an additional 33,810 m? (Gross Floor Area) of Terminal and Pier
floorspace. At this stage, the precise allocation of space to different uses has not been determined, but
based on preliminary information provided by Pascall + Watson, and with reference to the current use of
floorspace, the following assumption has been made for the CADP1 proposals:

Al Shops — 1,376 m?;

A3 Restaurants and Cafes — 2,610 m?;
B1 Business — 10,481 m?;

B8 Storage — 2,570 m? and

Sui Generis — 16,773 m*.

9.267 In addition, the Hotel proposed by CADP2 would provide an additional 14,000 m? of C1 floorspace.

9.268 The building NOx emissions associated with the CADP proposals are based on a number of worst-case
assumptions as follows:
Annual gas usage for the boilers would increase in line with passenger movements;

NOx emissions from the new boilers would be consistent with standard EMEP/EAA
emission factors; and

The CHP plant (560 kWt) would operate at full load on a continuous basis.

9.269  Whilst this is an appropriate, conservative approach for the prediction of pollutant concentrations, it will
significantly overestimate NOx emissions. For the purpose of this assessment, the following, revised
assumptions have been made:
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Annual gas usage for the new terminal and piers would be 1,241,455 kWh (based on
information provided by Atkins Global);

NOx emissions from the new boilers would comply with the “ultra-low NOx standard” or
<40mg/kWh; and

The CHP engines have been revised to provide 480 kWt, operating for 5,000 hours per
annum (as set out in the Update to the Energy and Low Carbon Strategy (September
2015).
9.270 As there are no benchmark emissions for Sui Generis use, it has been assumed that this floorspace is
given over to Class Al use (which has the strictest (lowest) benchmark value). The calculation of the Total
Benchmarked Building Emission is shown in Table 9.40.

Table 9.40: Calculation of Total Benchmarked NOx Emissions

Benchmarked
BEB —
Land Use z Emissions
(gNOX/m“/annum)
(kg/annum)
Al 1,376 22.6 311
A3 2,610 75.2 196.3
B1 10,481 30.8 322.8
B8® 2,570 23.6 60.7
C1 14,000 70.9 992.6
Sui Generis (A1) 16,773 22.6 379.1
Total Benchmarked Building Emission 1,982.6

% The B8 use is for the provision of storage for the Al (retail) use, and not general warehousing. The B8 use
could be assumed to be part of A1, but this would have little effect of the calculated Total Benchmarked Building

Emission, and would not affect the outcome.

9.271 The Total Building NOx Emission can be calculated from the information set out above, and from that
provided in Appendix 9.4, Table A4.23 of the UES:

Boilers - 1,241,455 kWh/annum and <40 mgNOx/kWh = 49.7 kgNOx/annum

CHP - 0.06 gNOx/second’® and 5,000 operational hours at 100% load = 1080
kgNOx/annum

Total = 49.7 + 1080 = 1,129.7 kg/annum
9.272 As the Total Building NOx Emission (1,130 kg/annum) is less than the Total Benchmarked Building
Emission (1,982 kg/annum), it can be concluded that the CADP proposals comply with the “air quality
neutral” principle, and no further mitigation is required.
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Road Transport Emission Benchmarks (TEB)

9.273 The TEBs, as specified in the SPG, are based on the number of trips generated by different land-use
classes, together with the associated trip lengths and vehicle emission rates. Such trip generation data are
normally obtainable from the Updated Transport Assessment, as this is the basis for the calculation of
AADT data. However, for the CADP proposals, a bespoke, first principle approach was used, with the trip
data derived from passenger profiles (provided by York Aviation) and staff numbers. It is thus not possible
to derive trip rates by land use class from the Updated Transport Assessment.

9.274 Where TEBs have not been derived for specific land-use classes, it is possible to compare scheme-
related trip rates with benchmarked trip rates. The derivation of the benchmarked trip rates is shown in
Table 9.41. For Sui Generis use, a weighted trip rate has been derived from land use classes Al, A3, B1,
B8 and C180. The average benchmarked trips/annum has been divided by the Gross Floor Area (GFA) of
the development (i.e. 33,810 m?).

Table 9.41: Derivation of Benchmarked Trip Rates

Total

Land Use Trips/m?/annum GFA (m? Benchmarked
Trips/Annum

Al 131 1,376 180,256

A3 170 2,610 443,700

Bl 18 10,481 188,658

B8® 6.5 2,570 16,705

C1 6.9 14,000 96,600

Sui Generis 27 16,773 452,281

Average Benchmark Trip Rate/GFA m°/annum 40.8

® The B8 use is for the provision of storage for the A1 (retail) use, and not general warehousing. The B8 use could
be assumed to be part of A1, but this would increase the Average Benchmark Trip Rate/GFA m?annum and
would have no effect on the outcome of the assessment.

9.275 The traffic data set out in Appendix 9.4 Table A4.17 of the UES shows that the CADP Proposals would
generate an additional 3,540 (LDV) movements per operational day, based on changes to AADT flows on
Hartmann Road. Taking into account the GFA of the CADP proposals, this is equivalent to 32.7
trips/m?/annum.

9.276  As the Transport Trip Rate is lower than the Benchmark Trip Rate, it can be concluded that the CADP
proposals comply with the “air quality neutral” principle, and no further mitigation is required.

9.277 The calculations above are related to building and landside emissions only, as the SPG provides no
guidance on how to account for emissions arising airside. Table 9.19 in Chapter 9 sets out the summary
emissions for the 2014 Baseline. Ground Support Equipment (GSE) (including airside vehicles and
MGPUSs) accounts for about 7.0 tonnes of NOx; the MGPUs contribute about 6.4 tonnes of this total. The
CADP proposals will introduce Fixed Electrical Ground Power (FEGP) to all stands (other than at the Jet
Centre) which will practically eliminate the use of MGPU use to occasions where there is FEGP failure.
NOx emissions from GSE will be substantially lower in future years with the CADP proposals (as
demonstrated in Table 9.39).

% Due to the wide variation in trip rates, it would not be appropriate to select the lowest value. The trip rates for each land use
class have been weighted according to GFA and used to calculate an average value for Sui Generis.
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Mitigation

Construction Mitigation

9.278 Measures to mitigate dust emissions will be required during the construction phase of the
development in order to reduce impacts upon nearby sensitive receptors.

9.279 The site has been identified as a High Risk site during demolition, earthworks and construction,
and Medium Risk for trackout, as set out in Table 9.24. The GLA’s SPG on The Control of Dust
and Emissions During Construction and Demolition ®1 describes measures that should be
employed, as appropriate, to reduce the impacts, along with guidance on what monitoring that
should be undertaken during the construction phase. This reflects best practice experience
and has been used, together with the professional experience of the consultant and the findings
of the dust impact assessment, to draw up the following set of measures that should be
incorporated into the specification for the works®:

Site Management

a) Develop and implement a stakeholder communications plan that includes community
engagement before work commences on site;

b) Develop a Dust Management Plan (DMP);

c) Display the name and contact details of person(s) accountable for air quality pollutant

emissions and dust issues on the site boundary;
d) Display the head or regional office contact information;
e) Record and respond to all dust and air quality pollutant emissions complaints;
f) Make a complaints log available to the local authority when asked;

g) Carry out regular site inspections to monitor compliance with air quality and dust control
procedures, record inspection results, and make an inspection log available to the Local

Authority when asked;

h) Increase the frequency of site inspections by those accountable for dust and air quality
pollutant emissions issues when activities with a high potential to produce dust and
emissions are being carried out and during prolonged dry or windy conditions;

i)  Record any exceptional incidents that cause dust and air quality pollutant emissions, either
on or off the site, and ensure that the action taken to resolve the situation is recorded in the

log book; and

j) Hold regular liaison meetings with other high risk construction sites within 500 m of the site
boundary, to ensure plans are co-ordinated and dust and particulate matter emissions are
minimised. It is important to understand the interactions of the off-site transport/deliveries

which might be using the same strategic road network routes.

81 GLA (2014) The Control of Dust and Emissions from Construction and Demolition SPG
82 The mitigation measures set out in this section are largely unchanged from those defined in the CES, but the precise
wording and ordering of text has changed to reflect that within the GLA SPG
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Preparing and Maintaining the Site

a)

b)

d)

e)
f)

)

h)

)

k)

1)

m)

Plan the site layout so that machinery and dust-causing activities are located away from

receptors, as far as is possible;

Erect solid screens or barriers around dusty activities or the site boundary that are at least

as high as any stockpiles on site;

Fully enclose site or specific operations where there is a high potential for dust production
and the site is active for an extensive period;

Install green walls, screens or other green infrastructure to minimise the impact of dust and

pollution;
Avoid site runoff of water or mud;
Keep site fencing, barriers and scaffolding clean using wet methods;

Remove materials that have a potential to produce dust from site as soon as possible,
unless being re-used on site. If they are being re-used on-site cover as described below;

Cover, seed, or fence stockpiles to prevent wind whipping;

Carry out regular dust soiling checks of buildings within 100 m of site boundary and
cleaning to be provided if necessary;

Provide showers and ensure a change of shoes and clothes are required before going off-

site to reduce transport of dust;

Put in place real-time dust and air quality pollutant monitors and ensure they are checked

regularly;
Agree monitoring locations with the Local Authority; and

Where possible, commence baseline monitoring at least three months before phase
begins.

Operating Vehicle/Machinery and Sustainable Travel

a)

b)

Ensure all on-road vehicles comply with the requirements of the London Low Emission

Zone;

Ensure all Non-road Mobile Machinery (NRMM) complies with the standards set within the
GLA's Control of Dust and Emissions During Construction and Demolition SPG. This
outlines that, from 1* September 2015, all NRMM of net power 37 kW to 560 kW used on
the site of a major development in Greater London must meet Stage IlIA of EU Directive
97/68/EC (Directive 97/68/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council, 1997) and its
subsequent amendments as a minimum. NRMM used on any site within the Central
Activity Zone or Canary Wharf will be required to meet Stage IlIB of the Directive as a
minimum. From 1% September 2020 NRMM used on any site within Greater London will be

required to meet Stage 1lI1B of the Directive as a minimum, while NRMM used on any site
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within the Central Activity Zone or Canary Wharf will be required to meet Stage IV of the

Directive as a minimum;
c) Ensure all vehicles switch off engines when stationary — no idling vehicles;

d) Avoid the use of diesel- or petrol-powered generators and use mains electricity or battery-
powered equipment where practicable;

e) Impose and signpost a maximum-speed-limit of 10 mph on surfaced haul routes and work
areas (if long haul routes are required these speeds may be increased with suitable
additional control measures provided, subject to the approval of the nominated undertaker
and with the agreement of the Local Authority, where appropriate);

f) Produce a Construction Logistics Plan to manage the sustainable delivery of goods and

materials; and

g) Implement a Travel Plan that supports and encourages sustainable staff travel (public
transport, cycling, walking, and car-sharing).

Operations

a) Only use cutting, grinding or sawing equipment fitted or in conjunction with suitable dust
suppression techniques such as water sprays or local extraction, e.g. suitable local exhaust
ventilation systems;

b) Ensure an adequate water supply on the site for effective dust/particulate matter

suppression/mitigation, using recycled water where possible and appropriate;
c) Use enclosed chutes, conveyors and covered skips;

d) Minimise drop heights from conveyors, loading shovels, hoppers and other loading or
handling equipment and use fine water sprays on such equipment wherever appropriate;
and

e) Ensure equipment is readily available on site to clean any dry spillages, and clean up
spillages as soon as reasonably practicable after the event using wet cleaning methods.

Waste Management
a) Reuse and recycle waste to reduce dust from waste materials; and
b) Avoid bonfires and burning of waste materials.

Measures Specific to Demolition

a) Soft strip inside buildings before demolition (retaining walls and windows in the rest of the
building where possible, to provide a screen against dust);

b) Ensure water suppression is used during demolition operations;
c) Avoid explosive blasting, using appropriate manual or mechanical alternatives; and

d) Bag and remove any biological debris or damp down such material before demolition.

Measures Specific to Earthworks
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a) Re-vegetate earthworks and exposed areas/soil stockpiles to stabilise surfaces as soon as
practicable;

b) Use Hessian, mulches or trackifiers where it is not possible to re-vegetate or cover with

topsoil, as soon as practicable; and
c) Only remove the cover from small areas during work, not all at once.
Measures specific to construction
a) Avoid scabbling (roughening of concrete surfaces), if possible;

b) Ensure sand and other aggregates are stored in bunded areas and are not allowed to dry
out, unless this is required for a particular process, in which case ensure that appropriate

additional control measures are in place; and

c) Ensure bulk cement and other fine powder materials are delivered in enclosed tankers and
stored in silos with suitable emission control systems to prevent escape of material and

overfilling during delivery.
Measures specific to trackout

a) Regularly use a water-assisted dust sweeper on the access and local roads, as necessary,

to remove any material tracked out of the site;
b) Avoid dry sweeping of large areas;

c) Ensure vehicles entering and leaving sites are covered to prevent escape of materials

during transport;

d) Inspect on-site haul routes for integrity and instigate necessary repairs to the surface as

soon as reasonably practicable;
e) Record all inspections of haul routes and any subsequent action in a site log book;

f) Install hard surfaced haul routes, which are regularly damped down with fixed or mobile

sprinkler systems or mobile water bowsers, and regularly cleaned;

g) Implement a wheel washing system (with rumble grids to dislodge accumulated dust and

mud prior to leaving the site where reasonably practicable);

h) Ensure there is an adequate area of hard surfaced road between the wheel wash facility

and the site exit, wherever site size and layout permits;
i) Access gates should be located at least 10 m from receptors, where possible; and

j)  Apply dust suppressants to locations where a large volume of vehicles enter and exit the

construction site.

Operational Mitigation

9.280 The assessment has predicted no significant air quality or odour impacts during operation of
the CADP during the Transitional Year (2020), the Design Year (2023) and the Principal
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Assessment Year (2025). Therefore, additional mitigation measures above those already in
place, and those embedded in the CADP proposals are not considered necessary.

9.281 The Airport published its Air Quality Action Plan in July 2012, which set out a range of
measures to improve local air quality over the period up until 2015. A revised Action Plan,
covering the period 2015-2018 is currently being developed and will be submitted to LBN for
approval by the end of 2015. It is intended that a number of measures will be consolidated, but
all relevant measures will be retained. These measures will bring about compliance of all
airside vehicles (unless exemption is granted) with the London LEZ as soon as possible, will
continue with random emissions testing of all airside vehicles, and will decommission the older
MGPUs.

9.282 Embedded within the CADP proposals are a number of measures that will reduce pollutant
emissions:

a) The installation of FEGP to all refurbished and new stands will substantially reduce reliance
on MGPUs;

b) The appointment of a third party transport management company to manage and regulate
the taxi rank will marshal all taxis in the forecourt area and taxi feeder park. Idling will not
be permitted by stationary vehicles;

c) The provision of the eastern access onto Hartmann Road will significantly reduce traffic
flows at the western end (close to Camel Road) and will be beneficial in reducing pollutant
concentrations at this location;

d) The provision of the 560 kWt CCHP plant at the new Eastern Energy Centre will allow
emissions of nitrogen oxides to be controlled (the proposed Development includes for 95%
catalytic reduction of emissions); ultra-low NOx boilers (<40mgNOx/kWh) will be used at
both the Western and Eastern Energy Centres; and

e) The Airport Travel Plan will increase the public transport (DLR) mode share and reduce the
impact of road traffic.

Residual Effects
Construction

9.283 The IAQM guidance is clear that, with appropriate mitigation in place, the residual effect will
normally be ‘not significant’. With the mitigation measures set out above in place and effectively
implemented, the residual effects are judged to be insignificant.

9.284 The IAQM guidance does, however, recognise that even with a rigorous dust management plan
in place, it is not possible to guarantee that the dust mitigation measures will be effective all of
the time, for instance under adverse weather conditions. During these events, short-term dust
annoyance may occur, however, the scale of this would not normally be considered sufficient to
change the conclusion that overall the effects will be insignificant.

Operation

9.285 The mitigation measures as described above are largely embedded in the existing Action Plan
or are within the CADP proposals, and have been taken into account in the air quality
assessment. The residual effects are therefore unchanged from those stated previously.
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9.286

9.287

9.288

9.289

9.290

9.291

9.292

9.293

Cumulative Effects

The only likely cumulative air quality effects of the CADP proposals are those related to traffic
generated by other consented or proposed schemes (as listed in Table 18.2, Chapter 18:
Cumulative Effects). The traffic generated by these schemes has been included in the future
baselines and Without CADP scenarios) and, as such, has been explicitly considered. In
addition, sensitive receptors at these consented or proposed schemes have been included in
the assessment.

Conclusions

The air quality impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed CADP
development have been assessed.

The construction works have the potential to create dust. During demolition and construction it
will therefore be necessary to apply a package of measures to minimise dust emissions, as part
of the CADP Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). Even with these
measures in place, there remains a risk that a number of properties might be affected by
occasional dust-soiling impacts. Any effects will be temporary and relatively short-lived, and will
only arise during periods of dry weather when the wind is blowing towards a receptor, at a time
when dust is being generated and mitigation measures are not fully effective. The overall
impacts of the construction works are judged to be not significant.

During operation, the predicted concentrations of nitrogen dioxide, PM;, and PM, 5 are all below
the objectives, whether the proposed CADP proceeds or not. A large number of properties
would experience imperceptible increases to pollutant concentrations.

The overall air quality impact of the proposed CADP is judged to be not significant. This takes
into account that all predicted concentrations are below the objectives, and that the impacts are
negligible at the majority of receptor locations, with slight adverse impacts at one receptor. With
regard to the London Councils guidance, it is judged that air quality is not a significant
consideration.

The CADP proposals would not affect national compliance with the EU limit values.

A small number of properties in close proximity to the apron area will be at increased risk of
being affected by odours due to the increased numbers of aircraft operations associated with
the proposed CADP development. However, there is some uncertainty with the predictions
which are likely to be overstated as no account has been taken of the considerable shielding
effect afforded by the terminal buildings, piers and DLR infrastructure. Taking this uncertainty
into account, the effects are judged to be not significant.

The Airport has already instigated a programme of measures within its Air Quality Action Plan
which will further minimise any impacts in future years. In addition, a number of measures to
reduce pollutant emissions have been embedded in the CADP proposals. These include the
provision of FEGP to all new stands; the introduction of measures to prohibit idling by stationary
taxis; the reduction of traffic flows along the western part of Hartmann Road by provision of the
eastern access point; the provision of new Energy Centres with a high level of NOx abatement;
and the development of an updated Airport Travel Plan.
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9.294 The CADP Proposals meet both the building and road transport related benchmarks defined in
the Mayor’'s SPG, and the Proposals are air quality neutral.

9.295 The proposed CADP is consistent with the NPPF, the Airport Policy Framework, the London
Plan and the Mayor's Air Quality Strategy, and relevant policies within the Council's Core
Strategy. It does not conflict with any elements of the Council’s Air Quality Action Plan, and it is
concluded that there are no air quality constraints to the development.

London Airspace Management Project (LAMP)

9.296 Phase la of the London Airspace Management Project (LAMP) represents the first stage of the
Future Airspace Strategy to modernize airspace over South East England. In preparation for
Phase 1a of LAMP, the Airport is seeking to ensure that its 10 standard instrument departure
routes (SIDs) and 2 standard arrival routes (STARs) below 4,000 ft are RNAV (Area
NAVigation) compliant. The key feature of an RNAV compliant route is that it enables an
aircraft to use modern GPS based navigational aids, rather than ground beacons, to follow a
defined route.

9.297 The proposed changes under LAMP will not affect the numbers of arrivals or departures, or the
use of Runways 09 and 27, assumed in this assessment. The changes are designed to affect
aircraft routing at altitude (i.e. between 1,000 and 4,000 ft).

9.298 By convention, pollutant emissions from aircraft are calculated within the Landing and Take-off
Cycle, and which includes all operations during arrival and departure up to a ceiling height of
3,000 ft. In reality, however, emissions from aircraft at altitudes above more than a few
hundred feet will have an imperceptible impact on ground-level pollutant concentrations. The
proposed RNAV replications will therefore not affect ground-level pollutant concentrations, and
there are no implications for the CADP proposals or the conclusions within this Chapter.

9.299 The proposed RNAYV replications will potentially allow aircraft to plan smoother descent patterns
on arrival, which will result in a small reduction in fuel burn and corresponding pollutant and
CO, emissions. Thus, the total pollutant concentrations within the LTO cycle for future years
may be lower than reported in this Chapter, but any benefit is expected to be small, and does
not affect the outcome of the assessment.
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Project for the Sustainable Development
of Heathrow - Report of the Air Quality
Technical Panels

Executive Summary

1. This Report sets out the work and findings of the technical Panels set up by the
Department for Transport in 2004 to advise the Government on ways to strengthen
and update the assessment of air quality around Heathrow Airport, following
publication of the Air Transport White Paper "The Future of Air Transport™ in
December 2003. It records the Panels' review of available evidence and measurement
data. It gives their analysis of existing methodology and modelling. Above all, it sets
out their conclusions and recommendations on how best to assess air quality at the
airport in future years, including the modelling tools and assumptions to be used.

2. There is an accompanying report of an independent peer review panel whose task
was to review the process established to deliver the air quality advice and whether the
resulting technical report took appropriate account of the current state of scientific
knowledge, whether its conclusions were clearly and fairly presented, were justified
in light of the current state of knowledge, and were appropriately comprehensive and
fit for purpose.

3. Together, the reports provide the basis for the next phase of the work by the
Department, on the generation of emissions inventories and revised modelling of
future air quality at Heathrow. This in turn will inform further assessment of the likely
impacts of any further development at Heathrow, and whether measures are available
to ensure that any further development meets the conditions laid down in the White
Paper. The results will form part of a further public consultation in due course before
Government announces any conclusions.

Background and rationale

4. The White Paper "The Future of Air Transport”, identified the need for a national
strategic framework for the future development of airport capacity in the United
Kingdom, looking forward 30 years. One reason given in the White Paper for this
strategic framework was the requirement to address the environmental impacts that air
travel generates.

5. The White Paper noted the Government's support for a third runway at Heathrow
once it could be confident that the key condition relating to compliance with air
quality limits can be met. It was judged that there was a substantially better prospect
of achieving this if development of a third runway and terminal capacity was deferred
until the 2015-2020 period, as long as action is taken meanwhile to tackle the NO2
problem. The Government's support is also conditional on measures to prevent
deterioration of the noise climate and improve public transport access.
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6. The White Paper said that the Government would institute, with the airport operator
and relevant bodies and agencies, a programme of action to consider how these
conditions can be met in such a way as to make the most of Heathrow's two existing
runways and to enable the addition of a third runway as soon as practicable after a
new runway at Stansted. This commitment is being taken forward through the Project
for the Sustainable Development of Heathrow (PSDH). PSDH will help determine
whether further development is likely to be consistent with the environmental
conditions laid down in the White Paper. In other words it addresses the commitments
made in the White Paper, but does not authorise or preclude development itself.

7. A number of organisations are involved in taking forward PSDH, including the
airport operator BAA, the National Air Traffic Services (NATYS), the Civil Aviation
Authority (CAA), airlines, DfT Rail (formerly the Strategic Rail Authority) and the
Highways Agency. The key areas of work for PSDH are air quality, surface access,
mixed mode operations and aircraft noise.

Panel Remit for Air Quality

8. In 2004 as part of PSDH, the Department for Transport's Aviation Environmental
Division set up three Panels of air quality-related experts. The Panels were to advise
the Government on ways to strengthen and update the air quality assessment of
Heathrow Airport, as undertaken for the White Paper. The focus of the work of the
Panels has been on providing guidance to DfT on the tools to assess air quality at
Heathrow Airport. It is the Government who will then use this guidance to re-assess
current and future scenarios for Heathrow development, up to the year 2030. The
guidance is not necessarily transferable to other UK airports but is acknowledged to
have relevance given the 'state of the art' developments emerging in some areas of the
technical panel work.

9. The Panels, have met frequently since summer 2004, and covered:

o dispersion modelling (Panel 1);
« monitoring of air pollution (Panel 2); and
« emission source data (Panel 3).

10. Each panel consists of scientific and technical experts specifically invited for their
contribution to local air quality understanding at airports. Panels have a balanced
membership, including recognised air quality assessors and measurement experts,
model users and developers and experts from academic and private research
communities. Many of the experts are representatives from recognised best practice
working groups, such as Air Quality Expert Group (AQEG), the UK Air Dispersion
Model Users Group, and there has been ad hoc representation from the international
expert community. Policy makers (Government), London Borough technical
representatives, airport and airline operators and road network managers have also
been part of the technical panel process.

11. The overall process adopted by the Panels was to:
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« review the technical and scientific robustness of previous local air quality
assessment work undertaken by the DfT for Heathrow;

« review the evidence available to refine future assessments, including
accounting for new and emerging best practice and changes to assessment
requirements;

« identify and specify research and other work needed to improve understanding
of air quality assessments;

o examine the adequacy of measurements of airborne pollutants from different
sources around Heathrow for verification of models and also for compliance
with standards;

« perform innovative analysis of existing data to gain further understanding of
key issues and ways forward;

« commission / undertake additional data collection or analysis to assist in
current understanding of issues or to improve available methods;

o review the suitability and adequacy of previous and currently available
emission source data;

« commission / undertake expansion or enhancement of emission source data to
assist in current understanding of issues or to improve available methods for
future use;

« consider the suitability and adequacy of previous and currently available
dispersion models used to represent local air quality around airports;

« identify, specify, commission and analyse an inter-comparison of potential
modelling approaches for use at Heathrow - focused on the effect of different
approaches to key dispersion issues; and

o agree the appropriate tools and data to be used in further air quality modelling
to be undertaken by the Government, in light of commitments made in the
White Paper.

12. Whilst the Panels have reviewed other pollutants, the focus of the work has
followed the commitment in the White Paper, and has focused on human health
related air quality standards. The primary focus has therefore been on annual average
concentrations of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and secondly by particulate matter (PM10).

13. No specific timetable was given in the White Paper for the outcome of this work.
However, when the Panels were convened, they agreed to aim to complete the
guidance within two years.

14. The work of the three technical Panels has been the subject of an external
independent and rigorous peer review process, following the Office of the
Commissioner for Public Appointments (OCPA) procedures. A Peer Review Panel
(PRP) was established by the Department for Transport in September 2005 to review
and scrutinise the work of the Panels and publish conclusions on whether the Panels'
work has been clear and fair in establishing a technical basis for future assessments of
air quality impacts at Heathrow. All members of the panel were independent from
Government and from the institutions providing representatives to the Technical
Panels.

Key Conclusions
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15. The work of the Panels is outlined in the Project for the Sustainable Development
of Heathrow - Report of the Airport Air Quality Technical Panels, 2006. This
includes:

e Chapter 1 - a synthesis of the panel process, remit and key findings across all
panels set against key questions;

e Chapter 2 - findings from air quality measurements;

o Chapter 3 - recommendations on how to represent sources of emissions; and

o Chapter 4 - findings from modelling the dispersion of air pollution.

16. The output of the three Panels addresses improvements over the relative results of
the previous work, by specifying detailed inputs (Panel 2 and 3), model verifications
(Panel 1 and 2) and output requirements (Panel 1), as well as improvements in source
representation and characterisation (Panels 3 and 1).

17. Overall, the panels found that the key pollutants were nitrogen dioxide (NO2),
nitrogen oxides (NOx), and particulate matter (PM10). Ozone (O3) was also included
as it is important in the formation of NO2. Panels found that the statutory annual mean
NOz2 objective was currently being exceeded at some locations around Heathrow.
Looking at changes over time, there had been a significant reduction in NOx
concentrations over a 12 year period, but the reduction in NO2 over this period had
been very small. The Panels found no breaches of any statutory PMz1o objectives.

18. It was not the role of the Panels to undertake future year modelling of Heathrow,
or to generate the emissions inventory needed to do so. Instead panels have provided
detailed recommendations on how best to set a 'bottom-up inventory'. - Given the
pollutants and standards shown to be of interest, the inventory setup is focused on
calculating annual average concentrations only, and so uses 'representative' diurnal
and seasonal profiles for sources. The inventory method has been specifically
designed to generate data for base and future years over a long period (from 2002 to
2030).

19. Where possible Panels have included expert judgements of uncertainty against
individual issues. However, the quantification of uncertainty across the inventory, and
its expected effect on final dispersed concentrations, is well outside the remit of the
PSDH Panels. Indeed, it will only be possible once the modelling has been
undertaken.

20. The Panels concluded that in general, sources of nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions
are better characterised, and hence inventory methods for NOx are less uncertain, than
inventories for particulate matter. Further, emission estimates of aircraft source
groups are generally more certain than those for road transport and other airport
airside sources (in that order) on account of detailed 'certification' data and
performance assessment for the aircraft source.

21. Panel 1 has used 5 different dispersion models in a controlled comparison of a
nominal base case to understand the suitability of different approaches. The models
include descriptions of pollutant transport by dispersion and advection. Four of the
five models used were based on Gaussian dispersion, while the fifth used a
Lagrangian particle approach. All models used the same emissions inventory and
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meteorological data to ensure that the inter-comparison focused on the dispersion
elements of the models. Model outputs were compared at a pre-agreed number of
receptor points including monitoring sites. Source apportionment was a specific
requirement.

22. Model accuracy was assessed through validation against monitoring data. The
model inter-comparison indicates accuracies in the range 10 - 20% for the annual
mean NOz, well within the EU guidelines for modelled annual mean NO2 of 30%. In
addition to comparisons with monitoring data, several ‘fitness for purpose’ criteria and
diagnostic tests were carried out to help assess model performance.

23. Across all models, the Panels found that the modelling of plumes from aircraft
during take-off and landing is not well established. Specific problems include plume
rise and the effect of wake vortices. Panel 1 recommended areas of improvement to
the recommended dispersion model to address these and other issues.

24. Following the model inter-comparison Panels 2 and 3 were in full agreement with
Panel 1 in recommending the CERC model ADMS-Airport (a Gaussian dispersion
model) for future modelling work at Heathrow. It fulfils all of the fitness for purpose
criteria, and was the best performing model for each of the comparison criteria. Like
the other models, ADMS-Airport is demonstrably better than the pre-White Paper
approach. It was agreed that some limited use of the LASPORT Lagrangian particle
model could be useful to test the effects of a different atmospheric transport
framework as a sensitivity test, given its use for a number of European airports. It was
also agreed that limited model runs using the netcen model might also be appropriate
to provide comparisons with earlier analyses, for audit trail purposes for the
Department for Transport.

Peer Review

25. The review was carried out by an independent peer review panel (PRP), chaired
by Professor Bernard Silverman FRS. Peer review included detailed examination and
questioning of the Panel Report findings and statements, and included observation of
the panel processes leading to its completion. The key conclusions of the PRP were
that:

« the Report takes appropriate account of the current state of scientific
knowledge and its application to the subject of the review (whilst
acknowledging that certain elements of the most recent work referred to in the
Report has so far only appeared in pre-publication format, pending its
submission to the standard review processes of scientific publication);

« the conclusions of the Report are clearly and fairly presented;

« the conclusions set out in the Report are justified in light of the current state of
knowledge;

« the Report is appropriately comprehensive and fit for purpose;

« the Panels have fairly identified areas where there is uncertainty and/or the
potential for specific future research; and

« the discussions at Technical Panel meetings were robust and open; debate was
not dictated, or constrained, by either the respective Chairs of those meetings,
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by the presence of representatives of DfT or of other Government
Departments, or by the presence of the PRP members. Decisions were made
after proper debate and consideration and were not pre-determined or imposed
on the Technical Panel members.

Next Steps

26. Following the reports of the Technical Panels, the Department for Transport will
carry out further assessments of air quality at Heathrow, including:

27.

Collation and processing of recommended emission inventory data, both
improved and changed activity data and updated/enhanced emission rate data.
Production of procedures to translate and enhance data in the activity-
emissions-dispersion stages of modelling.

Creation of the specified emissions inventories for the base year and several
future forecast years.

Enhancement and sensitivity testing of selected model approaches to account
for developments within the Panels (such as the improved parameterisation of
initial dispersion using results from LIDAR measurement work initiated by the
Panels).

Extensive verification tests of the base year air quality model(s). These include
source attribution tests, uncertainty analysis and model performance statistics
as well as comparison to monitoring and previous modelling work.

Future year air quality modelling for a number of different years and
development scenarios.

The results will inform advice to Ministers and a public consultation exercise
in due course before firm decisions are reached on how to make best use of
Heathrow's existing two runways, and whether a third runway could be added
after a new runway at Stansted, whilst complying with strict conditions on air
quality.
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PRP: Statement of the Peer Review
Panel

1. This report summarises the review process applied to the report (“the Report™)
of three technical panels set up by the Department for Transport ("DfT") to
investigate issues relating to the future operation and development of
Heathrow Airport. The review was carried out by an independent peer review
panel ("PRP"), chaired by Professor Bernard Silverman FRS. Based on
examination of the Report and observation of the processes leading to its
completion, the overall unanimous views of the PRP are as follows:

o The PRP believes that the Report takes appropriate account of the current state
of scientific knowledge and its application to the subject of the review, whilst
acknowledging that certain elements of the most recent work referred to in the
Report have so far only appeared in pre-publication format, pending
submission to the standard review processes of scientific publication.

e The PRP considers the conclusions of the Report to be clearly and fairly
presented.

o The PRP believes that the conclusions set out in the Report are justified in
light of the current state of knowledge.

o The PRP considers the Report to be appropriately comprehensive and fit for
purpose.

« The PRP believes that the Panels have fairly identified areas where there is
uncertainty and/or the potential for specific future research. The PRP is
grateful that the Technical Panel members have been able to address a number
of issues raised by the PRP.

e The PRP considers that the summaries in the Report are appropriate and
adequate, and that the first chapter of the Report contains a clear and fair
summary of the key issues and findings of the Report as a whole.

e The PRP commends the overview section to readers who wish to gain an
overall appreciation of the Report without necessarily covering the material in
detail.

e The PRP considers the Report to contain clear and correct bibliographic
references. Although many of the references are company reports or
consultants' reports and are, therefore, not necessarily readily available in the
public domain, the PRP has been assured that the DfT holds copies of all the
cited reports and documents.

o The discussions at Technical Panel meetings were robust and open; debate
was not dictated, or constrained, by either the respective Chairs of those
meetings, by the presence of representatives of DfT or other Government
Departments, or by the presence of the PRP members. Decisions were made
after proper debate and consideration and were not pre-determined or imposed
on the Technical Panel members.

Background

2. The White Paper "The Future of Air Transport”, published by the Secretary of
State for Transport in December 2003, identified the need for a national
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strategic framework for the future development of airport capacity in the
United Kingdom, looking forward 30 years. One reason given in the White
Paper for this strategic framework was the requirement to address the
environmental impacts that air travel generates. When considering the
possibility that a third runway might be constructed at Heathrow Airport, the
White Paper made reference to the air quality standards that will become
mandatory from 2010 and stated that one of the key conditions for such a
development would be the need to ensure compliance with these air quality
limits.

A programme of action was therefore instituted, to consider how these
conditions could be met. To deal with the issue of air quality, three Technical
Panels were established to revisit the air quality assessments made in the run
up to the White Paper. The Technical Panels were to focus, respectively, on:
modelling approaches (Panel 1); data measurement (Panel 2); and sources of
emissions (Panel 3) and to produce the Report. The membership of the
Technical Panels comprised independent experts from a variety of scientific,
technical and operational backgrounds, supported by officials from relevant
Government Departments. The need for further research and data collection
was identified and it was envisaged that this work would be completed by the
end of 2005; in the event the Report was finalised in March 2006.

Constitution of the Peer Review Panel

4.

The PRP was established by the DfT in September 2005, as a result of the
Government's intention that the work of the Technical Panels would be subject
to rigorous peer review. The PRP was to play a role in assessing and analysing
the suitability and reasonableness of the processes and technical actions of the
Technical Panels in response to their respective remits and to report its
conclusions on their work.

PRP Remit

5.
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The stated brief of the Peer Review Panel was as follows: "The Peer Review
Panel's main objective will be to review the work of the Technical Panels and
publish its conclusions on whether their work has been unbiased and fair in
terms of establishing a technical basis for future assessments of air quality
impacts. This is to be used in Ministers' consideration of the future
development of Heathrow."

It was expected that the work of the PRP would reach and publish conclusions
on the work of the Technical Panels by

learning about the basis for and conduct of the ongoing work of the Technical
Panels;

scrutinising their work for reasonableness in terms of both their evidence base
and conclusions;



questions to and further information from the Technical Panel Chairs and, if
necessary, the Technical Panel members in response to presentation of interim
information on the work of the Technical Panels;

consideration and assessment of the full technical report of the Technical
Panels.

Membership of the PRP

7.

10.

11.

12.
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The Peer Review Panel was constituted through a formal process in line with
guidance from the Office of the Commissioner for Public Appointments
(OCPA). Applications were sought through advertising in the national press
and through the use of an executive search agency. Following a sift and
interview process, monitored by an OCPA assessor, a chair and three
additional panel members were appointed. The selection panel comprised the
DfT Chief Scientist, the manager of the air quality work associated with the
DfT Project for the Sustainable Development of Heathrow (PSDH) and an
independent OCPA assessor. The resulting membership of the PRP comprised:

Professor Bernard Silverman (Chair), Master of St Peter's College, Oxford and
Professor of Statistics at Oxford University. He is a Fellow of the Royal
Society and a Fellow, Council Member and Past President of the Institute of
Mathematical Statistics. His research interests range from general statistical
theory and methodology to the application of statistics in a wide range of
subject areas across the physical and biological sciences, engineering and
medicine.

Stephen Boughton, retired Solicitor, formerly a partner in Linklaters,
specialising in business and company law, corporate finance and mergers and
acquisitions. He currently undertakes a range of charitable, voluntary and
public service roles.

Dr Roy Colvile, Senior Lecturer in Air Quality Management at Imperial
College London. He originally trained as an experimental physicist and now
has wide experience in the field of atmospheric dispersion modelling. He is a
member of the UK Air Quality Expert Group.

Professor lan Poll OBE, Professor of Aerospace Engineering at Cranfield
University and Technical Director of Cranfield Aerospace Ltd. He is a Fellow,
Council member and a Past President of the Royal Aeronautical Society, a
Fellow and Council member of the Royal Academy of Engineering and a
Fellow of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics. His
principal areas of expertise are aerodynamics and aircraft performance.

The expertise of the PRP therefore covered a range of disciplines, from
mathematics and statistics, through aerodynamics/aeronautics and atmospheric
dispersion, to legal. All members of the PRP were independent from
Government and from the institutions providing representatives to the
Technical Panels. Potential conflicts of interest were disclosed at an early
stage, discussed and judged not to be of concern to the work of the PRP.



PRP Process and Procedures

13. In order for the peer review process to be effective, it was necessary for the
PRP to work independently of the Technical Panels and at arms' length from
them, and also to be independent of the DfT. The PRP did, however, allow
representatives of the DT to attend their meetings, and also to provide
technical and secretarial support for their work.

14. Roger Gardner of the Air Quality and Environmental Technology Branch,
Aviation Environmental Division attended throughout (except where it was
felt that a confidential discussion was needed). Once the Report was at an
advanced stage, he was joined by Paul Taylor of Atkins (formerly with
Halcrows), who was retained by DfT as technical support throughout the Air
Quality technical panel process, and was a member of all three Technical
Panels.

15. The presence of Roger Gardner and Paul Taylor enabled rapid feedback to be
given from the PRP to the members of the Technical Panels and assisted in
clarifying certain issues raised by the members of the PRP. The PRP is
satisfied that the presence at meetings of representatives of the DfT and of
Paul Taylor did not compromise the independence of the review process, not
least because of the mutual understanding and acceptance of the need for
independence.

16. The PRP decided at an early stage to limit its work to the terms of the remit
described above and to focus their work as narrowly and precisely as was
reasonable. Particularly bearing in mind that the PRP's work should not itself
require further external independent review, the PRP sought to review, not to
repeat, the work of the Technical Panels, and also to concentrate on the Report
itself. The PRP have not reviewed or commented on the various Annexes.

17. The process adopted emulated a publication peer review, providing interim
feedback on advanced drafts of the Report in the hope that any issues raised
could be accounted for in the final version. Since only near final drafts were
considered, the PRP was able to maintain an appropriate distance and
independence from the work of the Technical Panels and to avoid becoming
enmeshed in their processes and deliberations.

18. At the same time, however, this interim review process allowed the PRP to
gain a deeper appreciation of the likely content of the final Report and to raise
points which the Technical Panels were able to address.

19. In addition to reviewing the written Report itself, the PRP monitored the later
part of the process by which the Report had been constructed, to provide
further quality control of the Report and additional confirmation that it was
based on sufficiently sound and rigorous work by the Technical Panels.
Accordingly, the PRP attended certain meetings of the Technical Panels, in
order to observe their operations, as follows:
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.
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Meeting of Panel 1 held on 28 September 2005;
Plenary Session of all three Panels held on 12 and 13 October 2005; and
Final meeting of Panel 1 held on 31 October 2005.

All PRP members attended at least one of these meetings, but none attended
all. The objective of planning for this variation in attendance was to ensure,
firstly, that all PRP members would be able to comment on "process issues"
and, secondly, that no PRP member would become too closely identified with
the work of any particular Technical Panel, such that the independence of that
PRP member would be compromised.

The role played by PRP members at the Technical Panel meetings they
attended was primarily to act as observers of the discussion and decision-
making processes, asking questions of Technical Panel members only where
the PRP members felt that clarification of issues was necessary or where
amplification was required. The PRP did not seek to influence the conduct of
proceedings at those meetings or the conclusions and recommendations
reached. An "arm's length" relationship with the Technical Panels was
maintained by the PRP.

The PRP wishes to add an additional comment on the process followed at the
final meeting of Panel 1 held on 31 October 2005, at which agreement was
reached as to which models were to be recommended. As the Panel 1 report
states, these decisions were taken after the making of full presentations on
each of the five models considered, and after a full inter-comparison and
assessment of model performance. The decisions were taken in open forum,
with the whole of Panel 1, including representatives of the five modelling
groups, present. The PRP considered this process to be demonstrably open,
fair and reasonable.

Following on from attendance at the Technical Panel meetings and review by
the individual PRP members of draft sections of the Report, the PRP discussed
and agreed its responses to, and comments on, the drafts. Further discussion
took place by e-mail, before comments and questions were passed (by e-mail)
to the Chairs and members of the Technical Panels. The Technical Panels
were invited to respond in writing to PRP comments, where necessary, but no
direct communications about the Report took place between PRP members
and Panel members. The PRP suggested that members of each Technical Panel
should review the draft reports produced by the other Technical Panels, to
ensure consistency of approach and so that conclusions and recommendations
contained in one Panel report which might affect the contents of another Panel
report were properly dealt with.

At every stage, the PRP's decisions were made by consensus, and the process
described led to the PRP's unanimous conclusions about the final Report.
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e Key Issues and Findings

Table of contents

o Introduction
o What is the Project for Sustainable Development at Heathrow about?
o How does air quality relate to other areas of work in PSDH?
o Links to Surface Access work-stream
o Links to Airport Operations work-stream
o Links to Airport Noise work-stream
o How was the Air Quality Panels' work peer reviewed?
o What was the remit of the Air Quality Panels?
o What are the pollutants of concern for all Panels?
« What are the constraints on the future operation of Heathrow Airport ?
o Previous assessments - What did they do, and what were the shortcomings?
« What are the key Panel findings and conclusions?
o Was extra monitoring undertaken to better understand air quality around
Heathrow ?
o Are air quality standards currently being breached, and are any trends
detectable?
o Breaches
e Trends
« Can relative contributions from different sources be estimated from
measurements?
« How do air quality models determine the contribution from different sources
of emissions?
« What are the principal uncertainties in Emissions Inventories?
o Pollutant characterisations
e Activity data
o Emission factors
o Spatial and temporal representation in emission inventories
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o What dispersion models have been compared?

o How good are the tested dispersion models around Heathrow ?

o Isthere a recommended model or models?

« How can the recommended dispersion model be improved?

o What future work will be undertaken to assess the impacts of future operations
at London Heathrow Airport?

Introduction

1. In 2004, as part of the overall Project for the Sustainable Development of
Heathrow (PSDH), the Department for Transport Aviation Environmental
Division set up three Panels of air quality-related experts. The Panels were to
advise the Government on ways to strengthen and update the air quality
assessment of Heathrow Airport, as undertaken for the White Paper on The
Future of Air Transport (DfT 2003b). The Panels have met frequently since
summer 2004, and covered:

« dispersion modelling (Panel 1);
e monitoring (Panel 2); and
« emission source data (Panel 3).

2. Chapter 1 is a synthesis of the work of all the Panels. It asks a series of
questions, covering:

e What is PSDH about?

How does the package of air quality work relate to other work?

What was the remit of the Panels?

What are the cross-cutting issues for all Panels?

What did previous air quality assessments of Heathrow find, and why?
What were the key issues investigated?

What are the key findings?

What are the recommendations (for best practice)?

How was the work peer reviewed?

e What future work will be undertaken at Heathrow?

3. The focus of all the work summarised in this report is on providing guidance
to DfT on the tools to assess air quality at Heathrow Airport. Chapter 1 pulls
together key points from all panels as an aide - for full understanding of the
recommendations made, the reader should refer to the original detail and
justification of each recommendation. These are found in:

« the subsequent chapters detailing the work of each of the Panels in turn;

« the technical annexes to this report (mainly reports of Panel-commissioned
work) and

« key working papers produced by Panel members during the process. *
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