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OBJECTION 
 
 
I would like to commend the Examining Authority on the process that it has run in relation to this 
application.  You have sought to facilitate a thorough, fair and transparent process in very difficult 
circumstances.   
 
This being said, it is apparent that the NSIP DCO Planning process is not designed (and therefore not fit-
for-purpose) to adequately assess proposals from networks of offshore and onshore privately owned 
early-stage companies with no assets, no existing operations, and inadequate disclosure of investment. 
 
The NSIP DCO Planning process is clearly intended for applicants that are either from the public sector 
(local councils, Highways England; Transport for London; Network Rail; Port of London) or are established, 
well-funded private operators with audited accounts that demonstrate sizable balance sheets (Heathrow 
Airport; London Luton Airport).  See Appendix 1.1. 
 
In view of this inherent weakness in the relevant legislation and given the weightier responsibilities on 
the Government where Articles under the European Convention for Human Rights are engaged1 it seems 
inconceivable to the ordinary person that the NSIP DCO process is not adapted to take account of the 
significant risks of such an Applicant.  Early-stage companies present a much higher risk profile for many 
reasons, including but not limited to resource contraints (financial and human). On balance a start-up is 
extremely unlikely to succeed in delivering a Nationally Strategic Infrastructure Programme. 
 
I respectfully suggest to the Examining Authority that in spite of the excellence you have shown through 
this examination, that this Applicant has been assessed under relevant planning legislation and that this 
has resulted in vital questions going unasked.  As a result, the Applicant now presents a significant risk to 
the Government if its application is approved.  
 
The Applicant is struggling to afford the cost of the most minimal mitigation measures to address the 
impact of its scheme on Ramsgate, Herne Bay and the Villages.  It is tens of millions of pounds short of 
offering a scheme that delivers parity with other UK Airport Operators currently expanding their 
operations.  
 
To allow this application to proceed without adequate redress to the infringement of residents’ human 
rights I believe leaves the UK Government exposed as not having done enough to protect residents against 
the economic interests of this Applicant. 
 
The lack of sufficient due diligence goes to the heart of assessing viability of the Applicant’s scheme and 
its claimed economic benefit. The UK Government is required by law to demonstrate proportionality in 
weighing the economic contribution of the scheme against the infringement of impacted residents’ 
human rights.  Due diligence is standard practice in the evaluation of viability, particularly when entering 

                                                        
1 See Hatton & Others v The United Kingdom for evidence that Articles 8 & 13 of the European Convention for Human 
Rights are engaged in case of aircraft noise.  Appendix 1.3 and [REP5-077] 
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into a transaction with an early-stage company.  Due diligence protocols exist to provide a framework of 
good practice and to safeguard against omissions.  It is regretful given the life-changing impacts of this 
application that relevant legislation failed to require due diligence to be undertaken with the use of a due 
diligence protocol. Appendix 1.2.  The consequence is that this Applicant’s management team and it’s few 
known investors have not been adequately tested. This would ordinarily have a very significant bearing 
on the assessment of a start-up company’s likely viability. 
 
Whilst I commend this Examining Authority for your tireless attempts to work within the constraints of 
the relevant legislation, I feel I have no choice but to register a complaint against the NSIP DCO process 
as relates to Aviation; the relevant legislation has failed to take account of the high level of risk associated 
with a start-up aspiring to deliver a programme of Nationally Strategic significance and scale that will 
shatter peoples’ right to respect for our private and family life, and our home2.  In such cases relevant 
legislation should require full and systematic due diligence to be undertaken.   
 
A sample of due diligence Investor questions are included in Appendix 1.4.  These questions were 
submitted to the ExA at Deadline 4 [REP4-086].  With four weeks to the end of this examination only Q1 
has been asked under the relevant legislation.   
 
Insufficient due diligence was at the heart of the Seaborne Freight scandal.  Insufficient due diligence is at 
the heart of this nationally strategic infrastructure programme application.  Seaborne Freight was an 
embarrassment to the British Government that inflicted humiliation at International scale, but was 
environmentally harmless.  This scheme will irreversibly negatively impact over 40,000 inhabitants across 
Ramsgate, Herne Bay and the Villages.  
 
We find ourselves with less than four weeks to the end of this examination and it is not without difficulty:   
 

1. Kent County Council has called the entire DCO process into question due to inadequacies in 
the Applicant’s submissions and late filing of considerable volumes of technical information.  See 
Appendix 1.5 

2. The Ministry of Defence has made clear, “it is […] difficult to see how the Planning Inspectorate 
will be able to confirm the application given the safeguarding concerns that the MoD has 
expressed.” Appendix 1.6  

3. Residents have questioned the validity of the Environmental Impact Assessments in view of 
the CAA Noise Contour maps submitted by Five10Twelve Ltd and No Night Flights, which prove 
the inadequacies of the Applicant’s noise contour maps  

4. Residents have questioned the sufficiency of the Noise Mitigation Plan when benchmarked 
against other expanding UK airports which offer compensation for noise mitigation starting at 
57dB Leq16 (Appendix 1.7). The Applicant’s current 63dB Leq16 threshold is constrained by 
affordability issues (Second ISH on CA when the Applicant’s QC stated that “there is no more 
money”)  

                                                        
2 Article 8, European Convention on Human Rights 
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5. Residents dispute the Noise Mitigation Plan in view of CAA Noise Contours submitted by 
Five10Twelve Ltd and No Night Flights.  Indeed, with four weeks remaining it is still unknown 
what the night noise impacts are likely to be. 

 
175 (one hundred and seventy five) pages of Fourth Written Questions from the ExA with less than four 
weeks to the end of this Examination are surely also evidence of the extent to which this Applicant is high 
risk and has failed to provide clear answers and resolution to outstanding issues. 
 
175 (one hundred and seventy five) pages of Fourth Written Questions from the ExA will pale into 
insignificance when compared with the volume of responses to Fourth Written Questions due on 28 June.  
It is inconceivable that this volume of information will not raise further material concerns and yet it will 
be impossible to analyse and respond properly, as Kent County Council and Stonehill Park have made 
clear. 
 
In view of the considerable flaws of this Applicant it is difficult to see how this application could be 
accepted by the Secretary of State.  However, in the event that it is I wish to register this complaint.   
 
Up-front due diligence would almost certainly have confirmed the decision that resulted in a failed CPO 
attempt under Thanet District Council by this Applicant, and the conclusions of Kent County Council in 
regards to this application (see Appendix 1.8) and would have enabled the Examining Authority to bring 
this application to an early close.  It would also have prevented the significant cost and wasted resources 
incurred by: 
 
• Central government (MOD; Department for Transport) 
• Local government (Kent County Council and Thanet District Council) 
• Statutory bodies including (but not limited to) Natural England, Historic England, Public Health 

England, Highways England 
• Non-statutory organisations (Met Office; Kent Wildlife Trust) 
• Legal land owners and land rights holders including (but not limited to) Stonehill Park Limited; 

Network Rail; NATS; Nemo Link Ltd; Cogent Land; BT Group; RAF Manston Museum; Southern Gas 
Networks; Southern Water Services 

• The many members of the public that have worked tirelessly, mostly through evenings and weekends 
and using personal holiday days (unpaid, in the case of the self-employed) to inform and attend this 
examination and who in the case of Five10Twelve Limited and No Night Flights have funded Civil 
Aviation Authority noise contour maps due to the lack of credibility of the Applicant’s noise contour 
maps, which favour the Applicant in minimising its financial obligations to fund noise mitigation 
measures and compensation.  

 
The role of this Applicant’s directors in failures of previous incarnations of RSP / Manston Airport have 
not been tested through this Examination; no written questions have resulted from the many submissions 
including my Deadline 2 Submission [REP2-010] requesting the ExA to look closely at the Applicant’s 
management team and history.  Appendix 1.10.  Individual Applicant directors held senior positions in 
prior Manston operations, that resulted in ‘gargantuan’ loss of private investor funds. Appendix 1.9 
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Were the relevant planning laws fit-for-purpose for assessing early-stage, small and medium 
enterprises aspiring to deliver a NSIP that involves compulsory purchase of land and infringement on 
residents’ enjoyment of their homes, then the history and capability of this management team would 
have formed an integral part in assessing viability of the current application. 
 
The Government has a responsibility to assure proportionality in this decision; how can this 
responsibility possibly be deemed upheld when essential due diligence on the applicant management 
team and investors has not been conducted?   
 



Deadline 9 Submission 
Georgina Rooke 

  

 
Appendix 1.1 
 

 



Deadline 9 Submission 
Georgina Rooke 

  

 
 
 
  



Deadline 9 Submission 
Georgina Rooke 

  

Appendix 1.2  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 1.3 
 
HATTON & OTHERS V THE UNITED KINGDOM 
 
SEE JUDGEMENT CONTAINED IN MY DEADLINE 5 SUBMISSION: https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-
content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003912-Georgina%20Rooke%20-%20Deadline%205%20Submission.pdf   
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Appendix 1.5 
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Appendix 1.6 
 

 
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004124-
Defence%20Infrastructure%20Organisation%20letter.pdf  
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Appendix 1.7 
 
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004385-AS-
%20Stone%20Hill%20Park%20-%20Manston%20-%20Urgent%20submission.pdf  
 
<SEE BELOW FOR SCREENSHOTS> 
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Appendix 1.8 
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Manston Airport under private ownership: the story to date and future prospects (March 2015): 
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Appendix 1.9 
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Appendix 1.10 
 
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002958-
Georgina%20Rooke%20-%20Comments%20on%20Deadline%201%20Submissions.pdf  
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