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Note of Oral Evidence given by York Aviation for Stone Hill Park at the Noise Hearing 22nd March 
2019 

1. This note sets out the key points made in oral evidence to the Noise Hearing.  It should be read in 
conjunction with the Supplementary Note following the Compulsory Acquisition and Noise Hearings. 

2. York Aviation identified a number of reasons why the Examining Authority cannot be confident that 
the noise assessment has identified the potential worst case effects of the development: 

a. There remains confusion in the documents as to what mix of aircraft types has actually been 
assessed and whether this is consistent with the fleet mix set out in the Azimuth Report (see 
Table 3.1 of the York Aviation 2019 Report). 

b. Oral evidence given by the applicant at the Need Hearing made clear that conventional 
integrator operations are no longer expected at Manston and that such movements would be 
made instead by ‘New’ e-commerce integrators operating a different pattern of flights not 
requiring night operations.  Given that 48% of the movements in Year 20 are shown in the ES 
(Appendix 3.3) to be by a conventional integrator, of which half were expected to be using quiet 
ATR-72 turbo-prop aircraft, the substitution of these movements by a ‘New’ integrator, 
expected to use more Boeing B737 types rather than turbo-props, means that the fleet mix 
assessed is almost certain to understate noise exposure relative to what is now proposed.  

c. Mr Hilton for Wood stated at the Need Hearing that the noise assessments were made on the 
basis of the specific fleet mix set out in Appendix 3.3. of the ES, including by reference to the 
individual aircraft and their engine types operated by the named airlines in that Appendix.  Given 
the likely change in the nature of the operators and the fact that several of the airlines do not 
operate freighter aircraft of the types specified (see York Aviation 2019 Report para. 3.10), there 
can be no confidence that the noise assessment is robust. 

d. The revised Noise Mitigation Strategy proposing no scheduled movements during the night 
period 23.00-06.00 means that there will inevitably more movements in the 16 hour daytime 
period used for noise assessment.  It is simply not credible to suggest, as Mr Hilton did, that 
movements that might otherwise have operated in the night period will all operate in the 06.00-
07.00 hour as a ban on night operations for freighters would result in a need for wholesale 
retiming of the operating programme so as to best fit into worldwide cargo collection and 
delivery schedules.  (If they did bunch as suggested, there would be major implications for truck 
movements on the highway network in the morning peak due to the need to deliver goods from 
aircraft arriving in the early morning period.  This will need to be addressed in the Transport 
Assessment).  If there are more aircraft movements in the daytime noise assessment period, the 
noise contour area will increase, so leading to an increase in the number of properties eligible 
for noise insulation and/or compensation. 

e. The Noise Mitigation Plan allows for 38,000 general aviation movements but the ES (para. 
12.7.39) states that the number of movements assessed is 16 per day on top of the estimated 
79 daily air transport movements (ATMs), the latter being consistent with Appendix 3.3.  16 
general aviation movements a year equates to only 5,840 annual movements, significantly less 
than allowed under the Noise Mitigation Plan. 
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f. The assessment appears to be based on assumptions about flight paths that rely on broader 
airspace changes to be delivered as part of the FASI S Airspace change programme 
(Government/CAA Airspace Modernisation Strategy), which will require coordination with NATS 
and other airports.  There can be no certainty that the proposed flightpaths will be deliverable 
and a worst case assessment would need to be based on flightpaths as previously operated 
when the airport was open. 

3. In the light of the change to the night noise policy and the admitted changes to the types of airline 
expected to operate, it is inevitable that there will need to be changes made to assessment of noise 
effects.  The effects of this will almost certainly increase the financial liability for compensation and 
mitigation. 

4. A further issue that arose during the Hearing was in relation to which aircraft would need to operate 
on a delayed basis during the night period.  The response given by Mr Freudmann for RSP was that 
there would be a limited number of delayed passenger flights only but that these would be few in 
number as low fares airlines schedule their arrivals before 22.00.  This is incorrect including for the 
example airport cited by Mr Freudmann, Luton.  At Luton, for Summer 2019, 15% of all passenger 
aircraft arrivals are scheduled to arrive between 23.00 and 06.00.  For Ryanair, the carrier shown by 
RSP as operating to Manston, has 17% of its arrivals in the night period (Source: Official Airline Guide 
database).  This means that, on the basis that each aircraft operates c.2.5 round trips a day, up to 40% 
of low cost airline aircraft are arriving back to the base in the night period.  The pattern at other airports 
with low cost airline bases is similar.  With the restrictions proposed on scheduling operations in the 
night period, it is now highly unlikely that a low cost airline would contemplate setting up a base at 
Manston as it would fundamentally restrict the ability to flex.  Indeed, we understand that Mr 
Freudmann himself, when involved in the management of the Airport, is on record as stating the 
essential requirement for the operation in the night period for commercial operations (see attached 
letter).  Reduction in passenger flights would have a material implication for the asserted revenues in 
the Business Model. 

5. In practice, we consider there to be a greater risk of delayed cargo arrivals in the night period as the 
nature of cargo operations tends to result in increased risk of delayed operations whereas passenger 
airlines have an incentive not to delay aircraft due to legal passenger compensation requirements. 
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