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Dear Case Team,
 
In view of the late stage in the examination process, we would appreciate if the ExA would
accept this interim submission, which comments on the Applicant’s answer to written question
ND.3.9. 
 
We will be commenting on the Applicant’s answers more fully in due course, however we
consider that this submission will assist the ExA in testing the application at the hearings next
week.
 
The ExA’s Written Question ND.3.9
 
“Stone Hill Park state in their DL6 response [Answers to ExA’s Second Written Questions, ND.2.12,
reference not yet allocated] that there is a material error in the Azimuth report which contains
tonnage on integrator flights as 100% outbound with return of 20%, contrary to that stated in the
Issue Specific Hearing on Need and Operation (21/03/19) that the new integrators would fly in
freight to stock fulfilment centres (and confirmed indirectly in answer to question ND.2.13).
Comment on this view, providing further information specifically in relation to the effect on
the forecasts and any effect on the assessment of effects in the ES.”
 
 
The Applicant’s Response
 
“York Aviation is incorrect. The Azimuth forecast shows the primary leg as inbound. The 20%
figure is applied to outbound tonnage. The Azimuth forecast has been used in the ES and as such
there is no effect on the assessment of effects.”
 
 
SHP Comments on the Applicant’s Response
 
“SHP is concerned that when presented with incontrovertible evidence, the Applicant continues to
refute what its own documents say. 
 
Whilst we have full trust that the ExA is aware of what the documents state, for absolute clarity
on this point, we have noted below 3 examples of where the Applicant’s own documents clearly
state that the main integrator movements are 100% OUTBOUND with return starting at 20%;
 
·         the third bullet point of paragraph 3.2.3 of Volume III of the Azimuth Report [APP-085];
·         paragraph 3 of Appendix to the Applicant’s Written Summary of Oral Submissions put to the

Need and Operations Hearing [REP5-024];
·         paragraph 3.3.270 of Volume 1 of the ES [APP-033].  

 
For ease of reference, extracts from each of these documents are appended, with the relevant
commentary highlighted in green.
 
In its answer (and other recent submissions), the Applicant has claimed that the integrator
movements are 100% inbound, consistent with the e-commerce model.   This completely
contradicts what is set out in the Azimuth Report, the ES and its other submissions. 
 
Notwithstanding the lack of credibility of the Applicant’s forecast in general, if the Applicant is
truly claiming what it has stated in its answer, then the split of imports and exports contained
within the application documents is materially wrong (i.e. the split would be heavily weighted
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towards imports rather than the roughly equal split shown in the application documents) and the
ES will have assessed the wrong effects. 
 
For example, we would refer the ExA to Section 6.4 of Volume 15 – Transport Assessment (Part 2)
[APP-061], which sets out the forecast HGV movements.   These are based on the import and
export tonnages taken from the Azimuth report (see Table 6.3).     Any change to the split of
exports and imports would have a material impact on the Applicant’s “efficient working”
assumption contained in paragraph 6.4.8.   There will also be numerous other consequential
impacts from a material change in the import/export forecasts.
 
For completeness, SHP would note that it has raised the issue of the material error in the
following submissions, yet the Applicant has not commented other than in its flawed response to
question ND.3.9;
 
·         SHP’s Written Summary of Oral Submissions put at the Need & Operations Hearing [REP6-

055]:  in Appendix 2.1 it was explained that this was an issue that SHP would have wished to
explore through cross-examination and it was further explained in paragraphs 35-38 of
Appendix NOPS 5.2;

·         SHP’s Answers to ExA’s Second Written Questions [REP6-053] – please refer to answer to
ND.2.12;

·         SHP’s Comments on the Applicant’s Written Summary of Oral Submission put at the Need
and Operations Hearing [REP6-055] – please refer to paragraphs 3.4 -3.4.2;

·         SHP’s Comments on the Applicant’s Answers to ExA’s Second Written Questions [REP7-014] –
please refer to comments on ND.2.6 and ND.2.13.”

 
 
Best regards
Jamie
 
Jamie Macnamara
Stone Hill Park Limited










