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WRITTEN REPRESENTATION ON THE PROPOSED FREIGHT TERMINAL AT MANSTON 
 
1. NOISE AND ITS EFFECT ON HEALTH 
 
1.1 A peaceful District shattered by intrusive Noise 
I am most concerned about the human misery caused by noise from aircraft flying 
overhead.  I live in St. Nicholas-at-Wade, which is directly under the flight path of 
aircraft, particularly those coming in to land.  When the airport was active, life was 
made impossible whenever a plane went overhead.  If in the garden, the noise 
was deafening, conversation had to stop for about 5 minutes, and it almost 
seemed you could touch the aeroplanes. 
 
I was frequently woken up at night.  Like most other people, I need 7 hours sleep 
at night, and the noise caused by aircraft at night caused real problems.  Disrupted 
sleep caused problems in doing my job properly, and meant I was  always tired.   
Quality of life was severely compromised.  Surely it is a basic right to be able sleep 
properly?     
 
The Noise Mitigation Plan does not prevent night flying. It merely puts a cap on it. 
Even one aircraft at night destroys a night’s sleep. 
 
My grandson, when staying with us when the airport was active at the  

, was frequently woken up by aircraft passing overhead at night, and was 
terrified, crying and inconsolable.  My wife and I were seriously thinking about 
saying he couldn’t stay with us in St. Nicholas any more for his own good.   His 
parents supported this.  But what a shame, that in the interests of health, family 
and social life would have been  affected?   
This will apply equally to babies and young children living in St Nicholas today. 
 
Living under the previous airport was living Hell, but the proposed one promises to 
be four or five times busier.  This must be prevented! 
 
1.2 Severe Health Outcomes 
Aircraft noise significantly impairs health as many studies have shown. A daytime 
average sound pressure level of 60dB increases risk of coronary heart disease by 
61% in men and 80% in women. Significant health effects start at an average 
sound pressure level of 40dB. Noise events cause significant increase in blood 
pressure levels in both men and women. Aircraft noise significantly affects the risk 
of hypertension. There is increased risk of cardiovascular disease for those 
experiencing annual average daytime noise levels of 50dB and above. 
Researchers have found a statistically significant association between exposure to 
aircraft noise and risk of hospitalisation for cardiovascular disease, particularly 
among older people living near airports 
 
Recent medical evidence has shown that in particular, sleep disruption does cause 
severe medical conditions such as stroke and heart disease.  Again, should we be 
subjected to this?  Despite any data put forward by the applicant, night flights 
definitely do disrupt sleep – I can tell you from experience! 
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1.3 Noisy Aircraft to be allowed 
The business logic of the application appears to favour capturing the bottom of the 
freight market viz. noisy night flights, as the following indicates: 
• the proposal to accept night Air Traffic Movements rated at QC4 - prohibited 

from the London airports on noise grounds 
• failure to address disturbing impacts from noisier aircraft 
• asserting free night flights as the top reason operators would choose Manston 

above E Midlands Airport  
• RiverOak Strategic Partners Ltd’s response to the public consultation 

comments favouring night flights repeatedly states that they “welcome support 
for night flights”. 

 
As most of UK cargo flights are night flights it is especially important to be certain 
that the extent and impact of night flying has been properly and impartially 
evaluated.  The preferred option is no night flights at all.  The costs in human 
suffering are immense. 
 
 
1.4 Ineffective Noise Mitigation Plan 
Although we welcome a Noise Mitigation Plan, the proposals in the document are 
entirely inadequate and unsatisfactory in protecting the most vulnerable people 
from the effects of noise pollution, as detailed below: 

• When the airport was operational in previous years, there was a noise 
mitigation scheme in operation, but it was entirely ineffective at protecting 
people from noise, as noted earlier in paragraph 1.1. 

• Sound insulation may offer some relief, but will not cut out sound sufficiently 
to be of any practical value.  Eating outside in Summer is extremely 
stressful. 

• The amount of up to £12,500 is derisory compared to the losses which 
would be incurred if the airport goes ahead. I estimate houses in St 
Nicholas sell at £200,000 to £500,000 (An offer has recently been made on 
a house with an asking price of “offers over £500,000”).  Even if the 
reduction in value arising from intrusive overhead flights is only 10%, the 
capital loss at the upper end would be £50,000 and stamp duty (on the 
reduced price) would be £10,000, plus agents and solicitors fees.  If the 
reduction was 25%, the capital loss would be £125,000.   
£12,500 is no use at all! 

 
1.5 Flying School 
The Noise Mitigation plan says there will be no routine training flights, yet the 
application states “RiverOak proposes to develop: .. a flight training school”.  What 
are we to believe?  I can tell you from experience that flight training is extremely 
detrimental to the well being of flight path residents.  The planes come round at 5 
to 10 minute intervals, for several hours.  The effect is unbearable. 
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2. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS AND THEIR EFFECTS ON HEALTH 
 
When the airport was last active, quality of life was also affected by environmental 
factors.  Fumes from the aircraft were extremely unpleasant, and constituted a 
health risk.  Dumping of fuel before landing frequently took place quite visibly, and 
I dread to think what the effect of that might be.   
There is a public awareness about traffic fumes in built up areas, but aircraft seem 
so far to have escaped this.  Although Thanet is a country area, a large amount of 
conurbation was affected by aircraft fumes when the airport was previously 
operational.  The health risks (or should I say certainties) are great, and we must 
not have a return to this. 
 
 
3. ECONOMIC IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED SCHEME 
 
I do believe that the economic benefits claimed by the airport are overstated.  
Freight traffic needs less manpower than passengers.  There is also no additional 
trade from visitors. 
 
All previous airports at Manston have failed through lack of business.   
I understand that the UK airfreight market has halved (from 108,000 Air Traffic 
Movements in 2000 to 52,000 in 2016) since the last failure, and predictions are 
that there will be no growth in the market.  Any increase in employment will be at 
the expense of other airports. 
There is considerable spare capacity at East Midlands, Stansted and many other 
airports.  
Manston, being on a peninsula, is not a “central location”.  It is 56 miles form the 
M25 and Dartford Crossing.  Onward transmission of goods would involve greater 
costs and CO2 emissions than from a more central airport. 
There is absolutely no economic or national case for an additional freight airport at 
Manston. 
If the site is allowed to build houses and associated facilities, the result would be 
sustainable regeneration and job creation. 
 
 
4. RAMSGATE’S REGENERATION PLAN - HERITAGE ACTION ZONE 
 
Thanet has been an unemployment blackspot, and is a district which is trying to 
increase one of its major expansion industries,  tourism.  An airport of this type, 
producing noise, fumes and traffic pollution will definitely discourage tourists from 
visiting the area and hamper the economic recovery of the area. 
 
 
5 CONCLUSION 
 
When my family and I moved into Thanet, Manston Aerodrome (as it was then 
called) was an RAF base.  Noisy flights were only two of three times  a year, and 
then only a few flights on each occasion.  We were at that time proud to have the 
RAF base, but now all we can look forward to is a nightmare! 
 
P. J. Brown      8 February 2019 




