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OVERVIEW

File Ref: TR020002

The application, dated 17 July 2018, was made under section 37 of the
Planning Act 2008 and was received in full by the Planning Inspectorate on the
same date.

The Applicant is RiverOak Strategic Partners Limited.
The application was accepted for examination on 14 August 2018.

The examination of the application began on 9 January 2019 and was
completed on 9 July 2019.

The Applicant proposes to reopen and develop Manston Airport into a dedicated
air freight facility able to handle at least 10,000 air cargo movements per year
whilst also offering passenger, executive travel, and aircraft engineering
services.

The proposals include both the use of the existing airport infrastructure and the
introduction of new facilities. In summary, the Proposed Development includes:

» The upgrade of Runway 10/28 and re-alignment of the parallel taxiway to
provide European Aviation Safety Agency compliant clearances for runway
operations;

= construction of 19 European Aviation Safety Agency compliant Code E
stands for air freight aircraft with markings capable of handling Code D and
F aircraft in different configurations;

» installation of new high mast lighting for aprons and stands;

= construction of 65,500m2 of cargo facilities;

= construction of a new air traffic control tower;

= construction of a new airport fuel farm;

» construction of a new airport rescue and firefighting service station;

= development of the Northern Grass Area for airport-related businesses;

*» highway improvement works;

= extension of passenger service facilities including an apron extension to
accommodate an additional aircraft stand and increasing the current
terminal size;

* an aircraft maintenance, repair and overhaul facility and end-of-life recycling
facilities;

» a flight training school;

= a fixed base operation for executive travel; and

» business facilities for aviation-related organisations.

Summary of recommendation:

The Examining Authority recommends that the Secretary of State
should not grant development consent. If however the Secretary of State
decides to give consent, then the Examining Authority recommends that the
Order should be in the form attached at Appendix D to this report, subject to
the Secretary of State’s consideration of the recommended actions listed in
Annex E.
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1.1.2.

1.1.3.

INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION AND THE
EXAMINATION

The application for Manston Airport (the Proposed Development) was
submitted by RiverOak Strategic Partners Limited (the Applicant) to the
Planning Inspectorate on 17 July 2018 under section 37 of the Planning
Act 2008 (PA2008) and accepted for examination under section 55 of the
PA2008 on 14 August 2018.

Manston Airport operated as a military, and latterly civilian, aerodrome
from 1916 until its closure in May 2014 [APP-080]!. The Applicant
proposes to reopen and develop Manston Airport into a dedicated air
freight facility able to handle at least 10,000 air cargo movements per
year whilst also offering passenger, executive travel, and aircraft
engineering services [APP-002]2.

The proposals include the use of some of the remaining decommissioned
airport infrastructure and the introduction of new facilities. In summary,
the Proposed Development includes:

= The upgrade of Runway 10/283 and re-alignment of the parallel
taxiway (‘Taxiway A’, or ‘Taxiway Alpha’) to provide European
Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) compliant clearances for runway
operations;

» construction of 19 EASA compliant Code E stands for air freight
aircraft with markings capable of handling Code D and F aircraft in
different configurations;

» installation of new high mast lighting for aprons and stands;

= construction of 65,500m?2 of cargo facilities;

= construction of a new air traffic control (ATC) tower;

= construction of a new airport fuel farm;

» construction of a new airport rescue and firefighting service (RFFS)
station;

= development of the Northern Grass Area (NGA) for airport-related
businesses;

*» highway improvement works;

= extension of passenger service facilities including an apron extension
to accommodate an additional aircraft stand and increasing the
current terminal size;

» an aircraft maintenance, repair and overhaul (MRO) facility and end-
of-life recycling facilities;

» a flight training school;

» a fixed base operation for executive travel; and

1 See Chapter 2 of this report

2 References in square brackets are to documents in the Examination Library,
available at: https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-
content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002558-
Manston%?20Examination%?20Library%20Template.pdf

3 Runways are identified by numbers which relate to their compass orientation
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1.1.4.

1.1.5.

1.1.6.

1.1.7.

1.1.8.

1.1.9.

1.2,

1.2.1.

» business facilities for aviation-related organisations [APP-002].

A detailed description of the Proposed Development is provided in
Chapter 3 of the Environmental Statement (ES) [APP-033] and the works
required to deliver the Proposed Development are set out in Schedule 1
of the draft Development Consent Order (dDCO) [APP-006]. These
include works comprising the principal development (the Nationally
Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP)) and works listed as Associated
Development.

The location of the Proposed Development is shown in the Location Plan
[APP-015] and Land Plans [REP11-015]. The site lies within the local
government area of Thanet District Council (TDC) within the
administrative county of Kent and is wholly within England.

The Applicant states that there is an urgent need for dedicated air cargo
capacity in the South East of England because:

» There is significant unmet need for local air cargo capacity which is
currently either not being met at all or being met by trucking cargo
through the Channel Tunnel to and from airports on mainland Europe;

» the existing airports in the region are primarily passenger airports
with few cargo-only flights, which are often first to be displaced when
there is disruption and delay; and

= the main airport to carry cargo is Heathrow, where around 95% of
cargo is carried in the holds of passenger aircraft, restricting it to the
destinations and timetables served by passenger flights [APP-012].

A detailed explanation of the need for and the benefits of the Proposed
Development is contained in the Azimuth Report provided with the
application [APP-085].

The legislative tests for whether the Proposed Development is a NSIP
were considered by the Secretary of State for the Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government (SOSMHCLG) in its decision to
accept the application for examination in accordance with section 55 of
the PA2008 [PD-001].

On this basis, the SOSMHCLG agreed with the Applicant's view stated in
the Application Form [APP-002] that the Proposed Development is an
NSIP as the effect is to increase by at least 10,000 per year the number
of air transport movements of cargo aircraft for which the airport is
capable of providing air cargo transport services, is within s23(5)(b) of
the PA2008, and so requires development consent in accordance with
s31 of the PA2008. The Proposed Development therefore meets the
definition of an NSIP set out in s14(1)(i) of the PA2008.

APPOINTMENT OF THE EXAMINING AUTHORITY

On 23 October 2018, Martin Broderick, Jonathan Hockley, Kelvin
MacDonald and Jonathan Manning were appointed as the Examining
Authority (ExA) for the application under s61 and s65 of the PA2008
[OD-002].

MANSTON AIRPORT: TR020002
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1.3.
1.3.1.

1.4.
1.4.1.

1.4.2.

1.4.3.

1.4.4.

THE PERSONS INVOLVED IN THE EXAMINATION

The persons involved in the Examination were:

= Persons who were entitled to be Interested Parties (IPs) because they
had made a Relevant Representation (RR); or were a Statutory Party
who requested to become an IP; or had been identified by the
Applicant as persons who might be entitled to make a relevant claim
for consultation if the dDCO were to be made and fully implemented.

= Affected Persons (APs) who were affected by the Compulsory
Acquisition (CA) and / or Temporary Possession (TP) powers included
in the dDCO.

» Other Persons, who were invited to participate in the Examination by
the ExA because they were either affected by it in some other
relevant way or because they had particular expertise or evidence
that the ExA considered to be necessary to inform the Examination.

THE EXAMINATION AND PROCEDURAL DECISIONS

The Examination began on 9 January 2019 and concluded on 9 July
20109.

The principal components of and events around the Examination are
summarised below. A fuller description, timescales and dates can be
found in Appendix A.

The Preliminary Meeting

On 11 December 2018, the ExA wrote to all IPs, Statutory Parties and
Other Persons under Rule 6 of The Infrastructure Planning (Examination
Procedure) Rules 2010 (EPR) (the ‘Rule 6 letter’) inviting them to the
Preliminary Meeting (PM) and any other early hearings [PD-005]. The
Rule 6 letter included:

» The arrangements and agenda for the PM;

» notification of initial hearings to be held in the early stage of the
Examination;

= an Initial Assessment of the Principal Issues (IAPI);

= the draft Examination Timetable;

= information about the availability of RRs and application documents;
and

= other Procedural Decisions made by the ExA.

The PM took place on 9 January 2019 at Margate Winter Gardens, Fort
Crescent, Margate, CT9 1HX. An audio recording [EV-002, EV-002a, EV-
002b] and a note of the meeting [EV-001] were published on the
National Infrastructure Planning website*.

4 Available at:
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/south-east/manston-

airport/
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002847-09012019%20Manston%20PM%201.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002846-09012019%20Manston%20AM%202.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002846-09012019%20Manston%20AM%202.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002925-Manston%20Airport%20-%20Preliminary%20Meeting%20Note%20FINAL.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/south-east/manston-airport/
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/south-east/manston-airport/

1.4.5.

1.4.6.

1.4.7.

1.4.8.

1.4.9.

1.4.10.

1.4.11.

1.4.12.

The ExA’s Procedural Decisions and the Examination Timetable took full
account of matters raised at the PM. They were provided in the ExA’s
letter issued under Rule 8 of the EPR (the ‘Rule 8 letter’) [PD-006], dated
18 January 2019.

Key Procedural Decisions

The Procedural Decisions set out in the Rule 8 letter related to matters
that were confined to the procedure of the Examination and did not bear
on the ExA’s consideration of the planning merits of the Proposed
Development. The Procedural Decisions were generally complied with by
the Applicant and relevant IPs. The decisions can be obtained from the
Rule 8 letter dated 18 January 2019 [PD-006].

Further Procedural Decisions and notifications were made by the EXA in
the course of the Examination. These are all available in the Examination
Library [PD-007 to PD-023].

There were multiple instances of submissions being made after the
deadlines set in the Examination Timetable [PD-006, Annex A (and
subsequent variations)]. In each case the EXA exercised its discretion to
accept such Additional Submissions [AS-001 to AS-586] in order to
facilitate the exchange of information up until the date of the close of the
Examination.

Site inspections

Site inspections are held in the PA2008 Examinations to ensure that the
EXA has an adequate understanding of the Proposed Development within
its site and surroundings and its physical and spatial effects.

Where the matters for inspection can be viewed from publicly accessible
land and there are no other considerations such as personal safety or the
need for the identification of relevant features or processes, an
Unaccompanied Site Inspection (USI) is held. Where an inspection must
be made on land requiring consent to access, there are safety or other
technical considerations and / or there are requests made to accompany
an inspection, an Accompanied Site Inspection (ASI) is held.

The EXA undertook a USI on 8 January 2019. The purpose of the
inspection was for the ExA and the Case Team to acquire a broad
familiarity with the site and its surroundings in advance of the PM and
initial hearings which were scheduled to take place immediately after the
PM on 10 and 11 January 2019. The background, purpose and particulars
of the USI were set out in a note published on 1 February 2019 [EV-004]

The EXA held the ASI on 19 March 2019. The purpose of the ASI was to
allow the EXA to look at particular physical features firsthand and to gain
access to sites and locations; in particular the site of the proposed airport
and fuel farm and the site of previous vortex damage that were not
publicly accessible.
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002848-TR020002%20Rule%208%20letter%20-%20FINAL.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002848-TR020002%20Rule%208%20letter%20-%20FINAL.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002558-Manston%20Examination%20Library%20Template.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002848-TR020002%20Rule%208%20letter%20-%20FINAL.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002558-Manston%20Examination%20Library%20Template.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002951-TR020002%20Note%20of%20Unaccompanied%20Site%20Inspection.pdf

1.4.13.

1.4.14.

1.4.15.

1.4.16.

1.4.17.

1.4.18.

1.4.19.

Notification of the ASI was given in a Rule 13 and Rule 16 letter dated 8
February 2019 [PD-008]. The itinerary for the ASI was appended to this
letter and also published as a separate document [EV-003].

The ExA has had regard to the information and impressions obtained
during its USI and ASI in all the relevant sections of this report.

Hearing processes

Hearings are held in the PA2008 Examinations in two main
circumstances:

*» To respond to specific requests from persons who have a right to be
heard - in summary terms:

o where persons affected by CA and / or TP proposals (APs) object
and request to be heard at a Compulsory Acquisition Hearing
(CAH); and / or

o Wwhere IPs request to be heard at an Open Floor Hearing (OFH).

*» To address matters where the ExA considers that a hearing is
necessary to inquire orally into matters under examination, typically
because they are complex, there is an element of contention or
disagreement, or the application of relevant law or policy is not clear.
These are Issue Specific Hearings (ISH).

The EXA held eight ISHs, two CAHs and four OFHs to ensure the
thorough examination of the issues raised by the application.

With the exception of the first ISH on the dDCO which was held at
Margate Winter Gardens, Fort Crescent, Margate, CT9 1HX, all ISHs
under s91 of the PA2008 were held at Discovery Park, Sandwich, CT13
9FF; a location four miles south of the site of the Proposed Development
and four miles south of Ramsgate.

Two ISHs were held under s91 of the PA2008 on the subject matter of
the dDCO:

= ISH1, 10 January 2019 [EV-005, EV-006, EV-006a, EV-006b, EV-
006c]; and
= [SHS8, 7 June 2019 [EV-023, EV-029, EV-029a, EV-029b, EV-029c].

Six ISHs were held under s91 of the PA2008 on the following subject
matters:

= [SH2 - Need and operations, 21 March 2019 [EV-013, EV-014, EV-
014a, EV-014b, EV-014c];

= JSH3 - Noise and vibration, 22 March 2019 [EV-015, EV-016, EV-
016a, EV-016b];

» ISH4 - Landscape, design, archaeology and heritage, 3 June 2019
[EV-019, EV-024, EV-024a];

= JSH5 - Socio-economic issues, 5 June 2019 [EV-020, EV-026, EV-
026a];
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002953-TR020002%20Notification%20of%20March%202019%20hearings%20and%20ASI.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002972-TR020002%20ASI%20itinerary.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002836-181221%20TR020002%20-%20detailed%20agenda%20for%20ISH1%20on%20dDCO.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002851-10012019%20Manston%20ISH%20AM%201%20Edited%20ISH.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002852-10012019%20Manston%20ISH%20AM%202%20Edited.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002853-10012019%20Manston%20ISH%20PM%203%20Edited.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002858-10012019%20Manston%20%20ISH%20PM%204%20Edited.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002858-10012019%20Manston%20%20ISH%20PM%204%20Edited.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004064-TR02002%20ISH8%20agenda%20-%20draft%20DCO.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004207-Manston%20Friday%20Session%201.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004208-Manston%20Friday%20Session%202.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004209-Manston%20Friday%20Session%203.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004210-Manston%20Friday%20Session%204.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003654-TR020002_Need%20Ops%20ISH%20Agenda_FINAL.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003868-Manston%20Airport%20-%20ISH%20-%20Session%201%20-%202019%2003%2021.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003869-Manston%20Airport%20-%20ISH%20-%20Session%202%20-%202019%2003%2021.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003869-Manston%20Airport%20-%20ISH%20-%20Session%202%20-%202019%2003%2021.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003870-Manston%20Airport%20-%20ISH%20-%20Session%203%20-%202019%2003%2021.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003871-Manston%20Airport%20-%20ISH%20-%20Session%204%20-%202019%2003%2021.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003651-TR020002_Noise%20ISH%20Agenda_FINAL.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003872-Manston%20Airport%20-%20iSH%20-%20Session%201%20-%202019%2003%2022.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003873-Manston%20Airport%20-%20iSH%20-%20Session%202%20-%202019%2003%2022.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003873-Manston%20Airport%20-%20iSH%20-%20Session%202%20-%202019%2003%2022.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003874-Manston%20Airport%20-%20iSH%20-%20Session%203%20-%202019%2003%2022.mp3
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004060-TR020002%20ISH4%20agenda%20-%20heritage%20etc.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004184-Manston%20Monday%20Session%201.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004185-Manston%20Monday%20Session%202.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004061-TR020002%20ISH5%20agenda%20-%20socio-economics.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004199-Manston%20Wednesday%20Session%201.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004200-Manston%20Wednesday%20Session%202.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004200-Manston%20Wednesday%20Session%202.mp2

1.4.20.

1.4.21.

1.4.22.

1.4.23.

1.4.24.

1.4.25.

1.4.26.

» ISH6 - Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA), biodiversity and other
environmental issues, 5 June 2019 [EV-021, EV-027, EV-027a]; and

» ISH7 - Traffic and Transport, 6 June 2019 [EV-022, EV-028, EV-028a,
EV-028b, EV-028c].

Two CAHs were held under s92 of the PA2008 at Discovery Park,
Sandwich, CT13 9FF:

= CAH1, 20 March 2019 [EV-011, EV-012, EV-012a, EV-012b, EV-
012c]; and
= CAH2, 4 June 2019 [EV-018, EV-025, EV-025a, EV-025b, EV-025c].

All APs were provided with an opportunity to be heard. The ExA also used
these hearings to examine the Applicants case for CA and TP in the
round.

Two OFHs were held under s93 of the PA2008 at Margate Winter
Gardens, Fort Crescent, Margate, CT9 1HX:

» OFH1, the evening of 10 January 2019 [EV-007, EV-008, EV-008a];
and
» OFH2, the morning of 11 January 2019 [EV-007, EV-008b, EV-008c].

A further two OFHs were held at The Oddfellows, 142 High Street,
Ramsgate, CT11 OTY:

= OFH3, the afternoon of 18 March 2019 [EV-009, EV-10, EV-10a]; and
» OFH4, the evening of 18 March 2019 [EV-009, EV-10b, EV-10c].

All IPs were provided with an opportunity to be heard on any important
and relevant subject matter that they wished to raise.

Written processes

Examination under the PA2008 is primarily a written process, in which
the ExA has regard to written material forming the application and
arising from the Examination. All of this material is recorded in the
Examination Library (Appendix B of this report) and published on the
National Infrastructure Planning website. Individual document references
to the Examination Library in this report are enclosed in square brackets
[] and hyperlinked to the original document held online. For this reason,
this report does not contain extensive summaries of all documents and
representations, although full regard has been had to them in the ExA’s
conclusions. The ExA has considered all important and relevant matters
arising from them.

Relevant Representations and Additional Submissions

Two thousand and fifty-two RRs were received by the Planning
Inspectorate in the RR period which ran between 3 September 2018 and
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004062-TR020002%20ISH6%20agenda%20-%20HRA,%20biodiversity%20etc.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004201-Manston%20Wednesday%20Session%203.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004202-Manston%20Wednesday%20Session%204.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004063-TR020002%20ISH7%20agenda%20-%20traffic%20and%20transport.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004203-Manston%20Thursday%20Session%201.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004204-Manston%20Thursday%20Session%202.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004205-Manston%20Thursday%20Session%203.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004206-Manston%20Thursday%20Session%204.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003649-TR020002%20-%20CA%20Hearing%20Agenda_FINAL.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003864-Manston%20Airport%20-%20ISH%20-%20Session%201%20-%202019%2003%2020.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003865-Manston%20Airport%20-%20ISH%20-%20Session%202%20-%202019%2003%2020.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003866-Manston%20Airport%20-%20ISH%20-%20Session%203%20-%202019%2003%2020.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003867-Manston%20Airport%20-%20ISH%20-%20Session%204%20-%202019%2003%2020.mp3
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003867-Manston%20Airport%20-%20ISH%20-%20Session%204%20-%202019%2003%2020.mp3
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004065-TR02002%20CAH2%20agenda.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004195-Manston%20Tuesday%20Session%201.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004196-Manston%20Tuesday%20Session%202.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004197-Manston%20Tuesday%20Session%203.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004198-Manston%20Tuesday%20Session%204.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002819-TR020002%20-%20Agenda%20for%20OFH1&2.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002857-Thursday%20Evening%201%20ofh%201.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002854-Friday%20Morning%201%20Edited.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002819-TR020002%20-%20Agenda%20for%20OFH1&2.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002855-Friday%20Morning%202%20Edited.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002856-Friday%20Afternoon%201%20Edited.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003655-TR020002%20-%20Agenda%20for%20OFH34.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003875-Manston%20Airport%20-%20OFH%20-%202019%2003%2018%20-%20Session%201%20AM.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003876-Manston%20Airport%20-%20OFH%20-%202019%2003%2018%20-%20Session%202%20AM%20-%20Final%20Edit%20to%20be%20published.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003655-TR020002%20-%20Agenda%20for%20OFH34.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003877-Manston%20Airport%20-%20OFH%20-%202019%2003%2018%20-%20Session%203.mp2
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003878-Manston%20Airport%20-%20OFH%20-%202019%2003%2018%20-%20Session%204.mp2

8 October 2019 [RR-0001 to RR-2052]°. All those who submitted RRs
received the Rule 6 letter and were provided with an opportunity to
become involved in the Examination as IPs. All RRs have been fully
considered by the ExA. The issues that they raise are considered in
individual chapters of this report and referenced where relevant.

1.4.27. 23 submissions were made either during or immediately after the RR
period which purported to be RRs but could not be treated as such
because they were either received late or were not made in the
prescribed form; or both. In all of these cases the ExA exercised its
discretion and accepted the submissions as Additional Submissions to the
Examination [AS-001 to AS-023]. Apart from Canterbury City Council
(CCQC), which is a Local Authority under s56A of the PA2008 and
therefore an IP, the persons who authored these representations were
treated as Other Persons for the purposes of the Examination.

1.4.28. In all the ExA accepted 585 representations as Additional Submissions.
The great majority of these were submissions which were not related to
specific deadlines in the Examination Timetable but which, nevertheless,
were considered to be potentially important and relevant to the
Examination.

Written Representations and other Examination Documents

1.4.29. The Applicant, IPs and Other Persons were provided with opportunities
to:

» Make Written Representations (WRs) (Deadline (D) 3);

= comment on WRs made by the Applicant and other IPs (D4);

» summarise their oral submissions at hearings in writing (D1, D5 and
D8);

» make other written submissions requested or accepted by the ExA;
and

» comment on documents issued for consultation by the ExA including:

o The ExA’s Report on Implications for European Sites (RIES) [PD-
019] published on 17 June 2019 at D10;

o the ExA’s initial dDCO [PD-015] published on 10 May 2019 at D7;
and

o the ExA’s second dDCO [PD-018] published on 14 June 2019 at
Do.

1.4.30. All WRs and other Examination Documents have been fully considered by
the ExA. The issues that they raise are considered in all relevant chapters
of this report.

Local Impact Reports

> The RRs are recorded in a discrete RR Library, available at:
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-
content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002807-
Final%20Relevant%20Rep%20library%20JB%20RP.pdf
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002807-Final%20Relevant%20Rep%20library%20JB%20RP.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004289-Report%20on%20the%20Implications%20for%20European%20Sites%20(1).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004289-Report%20on%20the%20Implications%20for%20European%20Sites%20(1).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004019-TR020002%20ExA%20Initial%20Draft%20DCO.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004236-190614%20Manston%20Airport%20DCO%20-%202nd%20ExA%20dDCO%20-%20final%20RP.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002807-Final%20Relevant%20Rep%20library%20JB%20RP.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002807-Final%20Relevant%20Rep%20library%20JB%20RP.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002807-Final%20Relevant%20Rep%20library%20JB%20RP.pdf

1.4.31.

1.4.32.

1.4.33.

1.4.34.

1.4.35.

1.4.36.

1.4.37.

A Local Impact Report (LIR) is a report made by a relevant Local
Authority giving details of the likely impact of the Proposed Development
on the authority's area (or any part of that area) that has been invited
and submitted to the ExA under s60 of the PA2008.

LIRs were received by the ExA from the following relevant Local
Authorities:

TDC [REP3-010];

Kent County Council (KCC) [REP3-143];
Dover District Council (DDC) [REP3-227]; and
CCC [REP3-246].

The LIRs have been taken fully into account by the ExA in all relevant
chapters of this report and cited where relevant.

Statements of Common Ground

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a statement agreed between
an applicant and one or more IPs, recording matters that are agreed
between them.

No SoCGs were submitted as part of the application on 17 July 2018.

In the Rule 6 letter the ExA requested that the Applicant prepare 27
SoCGs with various bodies [PD-005]. In addition to these, in the course
of the Examination the Applicant sought to prepare SoCGs with the
following bodies:

Avman Engineering Limited;

Cogent Land LLP (Cogent);

National Air Traffic Control Services (NATS); and
Polar Helicopters.

By the end of the Examination the Applicant had submitted sighed SoCGs
with the following bodies:

Avman Engineering Limited [REP3-181];

CCC [REP4-010];

The Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) [REP4-006];

DDC [REP6-006];

The Environment Agency [REP4-005];

Kent Wildlife Trust (KWT) [REP7-004];

The Met Office [REP6-007];

NATS [REP6-009];

Natural England [REP5-015];

Nemo Link Ltd [REP5-016];

Network Rail [REP7-005];

Polar Helicopters [REP3-183];

Royal Air Force (RAF) Manston History Museum Association [REP3-
191];

» South Eastern Power Networks plc (originally shown as UK Power
Networks Services (South East) Limited in the submitted Book of
Reference (BoR) [APP-014]) [REP4-004];
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003135-Thanet%20Disctrict%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Report%20Manston%20Airport.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003273-Kent%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003261-Dover%20District%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003062-Canterbury%20City%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002816-181211%20TR020002%20Rule%206%20letter%20-%20Cover%20FINAL%20DRAFT.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003372-RiverOak%20Strategic%20Partners%20-SoCG%20with%20Avman%20Engineering%20Limited.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003607-Draft%20SoCG%20with%20Canterbury%20City%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003620-SoCG%20with%20The%20CAA.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003965-SoCG%20with%20Dover%20District%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003621-SoCG%20with%20the%20Environment%20Agency.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004043-SoCG%20with%20Kent%20Wildlife%20Trust.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003969-SoCG%20with%20the%20Met%20Office.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003966-SoCG%20with%20NATS.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003779-Signed%20SoCG%20with%20Natural%20England.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003780-Signed%20SoCG%20with%20NEMO.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004044-SoCG%20with%20Network%20Rail.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003377-RiverOak%20Strategic%20Partners%20-SoCG%20with%20Polar%20Helicopters.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003367-RiverOak%20Strategic%20Partners%20-%20SoCG%20with%20Royal%20Air%20Force%20Manston%20History%20Museum%20Association.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003367-RiverOak%20Strategic%20Partners%20-%20SoCG%20with%20Royal%20Air%20Force%20Manston%20History%20Museum%20Association.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002388-3.3%20-%20Book%20of%20Reference.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003618-SoCG%20with%20SEPN.pdf

1.4.38.

1.4.39.

1.4.40.

1.4.41.

1.4.42.

1.4.43.

Southern Water [REP4-009];

Spitfire and Hurricane Museum [REP3-173];
Stone Hill Park Limited (SHP) [REP6-010];
TDC [REP6-011]; and

Vattenfall Wind Farm [REP3-177].

Public Health England (PHE) established matters agreed with the
Applicant in the form of a letter [REP5-017]. The ExA has treated the
agreed matters established in PHE’s letter as if they had been provided in
a SoCG.

Draft SoCGs with the following bodies were submitted in the course of
the Examination, but signed versions were not submitted before the
Examination closed:

British Telecommunications plc [REP4-011];

Cogent [REP4-015];

Highways England [REP7-003];

Ministry of Defence (MoD) [REP5-019];

MoD High Resolution Direct Finder (HRDF) [REP7a-005];

MoD, Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) and NATS [REP4-
014];

= MoD relating to interests other than the HRDF [REP4-016]; and

» Southern Gas Networks [REP3-175].

The SoCGs have been taken fully into account by the ExA and referred to
in all relevant chapters of this report. Greater weight is attributed to
those SoCGs that were signed by the relevant parties.

Neither draft nor signed versions of the following five SoCGs, requested
in the Rule 6 letter, were submitted to the Examination:

British Gas Limited;

Historic England;

KCC Heritage Team;

KCC; and

The Department for Transport (DfT).

The Applicant provided a SoCG status table as Enclosure 1 to its covering
letters for a number of deadlines [REP1-001, REP3-188, REP4-001,
REP5-001, REP6-001, REP7-001 and REP7a-001], and in the case of the
five above bodies the Applicant provided an explanation as to why a
SoCG could not be progressed in the course of the Examination.

In the case of British Gas Limited, the Applicant stated in its cover letter
for D1 submissions [REP1-001] that it:

“...has confirmed that Southern Gas Networks (SGN), which is already
recorded in the Book of Reference [...] is the only beneficiary of rights
granted under this deed and British Gas Limited no longer has any
interest [...] The Applicant does not propose to engage further with
British Gas Limited and requests that the Inspectorate does not require a
SoCG to be provided with British Gas Limited.”
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003619-SoCG%20with%20Southern%20Water.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003380-RiverOak%20Strategic%20Partners%20-SoCG%20with%20Spitfire%20and%20Hurricane%20Museum.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003967-SoCG%20with%20Stone%20Hill%20Park%20Limited.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003968-SoCG%20with%20Thanet%20District%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003383-RiverOak%20Strategic%20Partners%20-SoCG%20with%20Vattenfall%20Wind%20Farm.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003765-Letter%20from%20PHE%20with%20attached%20agreed%20SoCG.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003602-Draft%20(not%20agreed)%20SoCG%20with%20BT.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003603-Draft%20(not%20agreed)%20SoCG%20with%20Cogent%20Land.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003771-Draft%20(not%20agreed)%20SoCG%20with%20MOD.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004083-SoCG%20with%20MOD%20(HRDF).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003608-Draft%20SoCG%20with%20MoD,%20DIO%20and%20NATS.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003608-Draft%20SoCG%20with%20MoD,%20DIO%20and%20NATS.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003605-Draft%20(not%20agreed)%20SoCG%20with%20MoD%20(interests%20other%20than%20the%20HRDF).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003379-RiverOak%20Strategic%20Partners%20-SoCG%20with%20Southern%20Gas%20Networks.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002881-Cover%20letter%20-%20RSP.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003364-RiverOak%20Strategic%20Partners%20-%20Cover%20Letter%20deadline%203.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003632-Deadline%204%20Cover%20Letter.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003770-D5%20Cover%20Letter.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003949-D6%20Cover%20Letter.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004046-Deadline%207%20Cover%20Letter.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004076-Cover%20Letter.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002881-Cover%20letter%20-%20RSP.pdf

1.4.44. The EXA accepts this explanation.

1.4.45. In the case of Historic England, the Applicant's cover letter for D3
submissions [REP3-188] stated that:

“The Applicant has been in discussions with Historic England regarding
the production of a SoCG. The parties have exchanged drafts but have
not yet agreed an initial version for submission.”

1.4.46. Progress continued to be reported in subsequent SoCG status tables but,
ultimately, no SoCG with Historic England was submitted. However, the
ExA notes that Historic England did make a full range of submissions to
the Examination which are considered in other chapters of this report;
notably chapters 5 and 9.

1.4.47. The proposed SoCG with the KCC Heritage Team was taken to be
subsumed into the proposed SoCG with KCC. In the case of KCC, the
Applicant stated in its cover letter for D1 submissions [REP1-001] that:

“A draft SoCG has been progressed between the Applicant and KCC.”

1.4.48. However, Enclosure 1 in the Applicant's cover letter for D4 submissions
[REP4-001] stated that:

“The matters raised by KCC in its representations and Local Impact
Report are expected to be addressed as part of the updated Transport
Assessment (referred to in paragraphs 9.3 to 9.6 above). There is no
point in agreeing an SoCG with KCC until this is done, but it will be
progressed as soon as possible afterwards.”

1.4.49. However, the Applicant's cover letter for D7 submissions [REP7-001]
stated that:

“KCC have indicated that they would prefer to issue a joint statement
and this is in preparation.”

1.4.50. The EXA notes that KCC did make a full range of submissions to the
Examination which are considered in other chapters of this report;
notably Chapter 6.

1.4.51. In the case of the DfT, the Applicant stated in its cover letter for D1
submissions [REP1-001] that:

“...as the Secretary of State is the decision-maker on the application, the
DFT are considering whether it would be appropriate for them to enter
into a SoCG on the project.”

and Enclosure 1 in the Applicant's cover letter for D4 submissions [REP4-
001] stated that:

“The DFT are expected to decide it is not appropriate to agree an SoCG
given that the Secretary of State is the decision-maker on the
application.”
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003364-RiverOak%20Strategic%20Partners%20-%20Cover%20Letter%20deadline%203.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002881-Cover%20letter%20-%20RSP.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003632-Deadline%204%20Cover%20Letter.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004046-Deadline%207%20Cover%20Letter.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002881-Cover%20letter%20-%20RSP.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003632-Deadline%204%20Cover%20Letter.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003632-Deadline%204%20Cover%20Letter.pdf

1.4.52.

1.4.53.

1.4.54.

1.4.55.

1.4.56.

1.4.57.

Written questions

The EXA asked five rounds of written questions and requests for
information:

» First Written Questions (ExQ1) [PD-007] were published alongside the
Rule 8 letter [PD-006] on 18 January 2019.

= Second Written Questions (ExQ2) [PD-010b] were published on 5
April 2019 (ExQ2 on traffic and transport [PD-011] were published on
12 April 2019).

= Third Written Questions (ExQ3) [PD-014] were published on 10 May
20109.

=  Fourth Written Questions (ExQ4) [PD-020] were published on 21 June
20109.

= Fifth Written Questions (ExQ5) [PD-022] were published on 3 July
20109.

Each question in all five rounds of written questions has a unique
reference number, constructed as follows:

Topic identifier: Question round: Question number

For example, 'LV.1.1’ refers to the first question in the ExQ1 in the topic
area of landscape and visual impacts. In the course of the Examination,
and in this report, the ExA’s written questions are referred by their
unique reference number.

All responses to the ExAs written questions have been fully considered
and taken into account in all relevant chapters of this report and
referenced where relevant.

Requests to join and leave the Examination,
including requests to withdraw representations

During the Pre-examination stage an application was received from an
individual, Denis Smith, requesting to become an IP under s102A of the
PA2008. In order to assist the ExA’s decision in this regard, the ExA
wrote to Mr Smith seeking clarifications in respect of his application and
requesting evidence to support it [PD-004]. Mr Smith did not respond to
the ExA’s letter and the ExXA was therefore unable to give any further
consideration to his application.

During the Examination, on 1 July the ExA exercising due diligence,
identified and informed a party, Helix AV, under s102A(4) of the PA2008
that it considered that that person might successfully make a request to
become an IP [PD-021]. Helix AV responded on 3 July 2019 to confirm
that it wished to be treated as an IP but did not provide any of the
evidence requested by the EXA which would have established its status
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002859-190118%20TR020002%20First%20ExQs%20-%20FINAL.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002848-TR020002%20Rule%208%20letter%20-%20FINAL.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003910-TR020002%20ExA%202nd%20Questions%20-%20FINAL.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003914-TR020002%20ExA%202nd%20Questions%20-%20traffic%20and%20transport%20addendum%20FINAL.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004015-TR020002%20ExA%203rd%20Questions%20-%20FINAL.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004391-TR020002%20ExA%20Fourth%20Written%20Questions.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004586-TR020002%20ExA%20Fifth%20Written%20Questions.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002714-TR020002%20s102A%20-%20Denis%20Smith.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004452-Manston%20102A%20-%20Helix%20AV.pdf

1.4.58.

1.4.59.

1.4.60.

1.4.61.

1.4.62.

[AS-586]. Notwithstanding this, for the purposes of the remainder of the
Examination the ExA treated Helix AV an IP.

During the Examination, as a consequence of discussion at hearings and
/ or discussions between relevant IPs / APs / Other Persons and the
Applicant:

» Highways England wrote to the ExA to inform it that its objection to
the Proposed Development was withdrawn [REP7a-031];

= SHP wrote to the EXA to request that its representations were
withdrawn [AS-552]; and

= Kent Facilities Ltd wrote to the EXA to request that its representations
were withdrawn [AS-437].

Highways England

In its response to ExA’s question Tr.3.36 [REP7a-031], Highways England
stated that:

"Highways England has completed its own assessments and these show
that the proposed development will not have a material adverse impact
on the Strategic Road Network.

Highways England therefore withdraws its objection to the proposed
development.”

The EXA has noted this withdrawal of objection which is covered in the
traffic and transport section of Chapter 6 of this report.

Stone Hill Park Ltd and Kent Facilities Ltd

On the final day of the Examination on 9 July 2019, SHP submitted a
letter timed at 19:44 [AS-552] which stated that:

“We write to confirm that SHP has today completed the sale of its
freehold interests in land at Manston Airport to RiverOak MSE Ltd, a
subsidiary of RiverOak Strategic Partners Limited (the “Applicant”).”

and that:

“On the basis the Applicant no longer requires compulsory acquisition
powers over the freehold interests previously held by SHP, please accept
this letter as a request from SHP to withdraw the representations it has
made relating to the application for a development consent order under
reference number TR020002."

A letter dated 9 July from Kent Facilities Ltd [AS-437] stated that:

"Kent Facilities Limited held legal charges over the freehold land owned
by Stone Hill Park Limited ("SHP”) at Manston Airport. The legal charges
were released as part of the sale of the SHP land to RiverOak MSE
Limited which completed on 9 July 2019. Accordingly, please accept this
letter as a request from Kent Facilities Limited to withdraw the
representations it has made relating to the application...”
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-005076-AS%20Steve%20Purchase.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004121-Highways%20England%20Deadline%207a%20Response%20FINAL.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004896-AS%20-%20Stone%20Hill%20Park%20Limited%20SHP%20Letter_09.07.2019.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004895-AS%20-%20Kent%20Facililties%20Limited.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004121-Highways%20England%20Deadline%207a%20Response%20FINAL.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004896-AS%20-%20Stone%20Hill%20Park%20Limited%20SHP%20Letter_09.07.2019.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004895-AS%20-%20Kent%20Facililties%20Limited.pdf

1.4.63.

1.4.64.

1.4.65.

1.4.66.

1.5.
1.5.1.

1.5.2.

The requests by SHP and Kent Facilities Ltd to withdraw their
representations were made less than five hours before the Examination
closed at 23:59 on 9 July 2019. On that basis, the ExA determined that
the requests were received too late in the Examination for the ExA to
properly consider the requests to withdraw representations, including the
implications for other IPs of the loss of information contained in those
representations and potentially relied on by other IPs in their
representations.

SHP’s and Kent Facilities Ltd’s representations therefore remain part of
the Examination Library. This determination has been communicated to
IPs by the Planning Inspectorate in the form of advice issued under s51
of the PA2008° .

The determination by the ExA set out in the previous paragraph refers to
the requests to withdraw representations, not to the withdrawal of
objections (emphasis added).

Basis on which the Recommendation Report has been drafted in
respect of the withdrawal of objections by SHP and Kent Facilities
Ltd

It is important to note that the ExA recognise that, in drafting its
Recommendation Report, it must reflect the fact that SHP and Kent
Facilities Ltd no longer object to the application and that, implicitly, they
no longer object to the request for CA.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The Proposed Development is development for which an Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA) is required (EIA development).

The Applicant notified the Secretary of State (SoS) under Regulation
6(1)(b) of the EIA Regulations that it proposed to provide an ES in
respect of the Proposed Development on 28 June 20167. On 30 June
20168 the Applicant submitted a Scoping Report to the SoS under
Regulation 8 of The Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2009 (the 2009 EIA Regulations) in order to
request an opinion about the scope of the ES to be prepared (a Scoping
Opinion) [APP-043, Appendix 1.1].

6 Available here:
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/south-east/manston-
airport/?ipcsection=advice

7 The ExA notes that both the Regulation 6 notice and Scoping Report were
submitted by RiverOak Investment Corp LLC, the predecessor company to the
Applicant [REP7a-006, para 5]

8 The date of submission is prior to the coming into force of The Infrastructure
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (the 2017 EIA
Regulations) so the Applicant was subject to the transitional arrangements which
allowed it to work under the 2009 EIA Regulations

MANSTON AIRPORT: TR020002
REPORT TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT: 18 OCTOBER 2019 13


https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002417-5.2-5%20-%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Volume%205%20-%20Appendices%201.1-1.3.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/south-east/manston-airport/?ipcsection=advice
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/south-east/manston-airport/?ipcsection=advice
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004069-Funding%20Statement.pdf

1.5.3.

1.5.4.

1.5.5.

1.5.6.

1.5.7.

1.5.8.

1.6.

1.6.1.

1.6.2.

1.6.3.

On 10 August 2016 the Planning Inspectorate provided a Scoping Opinion
on behalf of the SoS [APP-043, Appendix 1.2]. In accordance with
Regulation 4(2)(a) of the 2009 EIA Regulations, the Proposed
Development was determined to be EIA development and the application
was accompanied by an ES, when submitted, on 17 July 2018 [APP-033
to APP-074].

Scoping is not a mandatory requirement under either the 2009 EIA
Regulations or the 2017 EIA Regulations. For the purposes of the 2017
EIA Regulations there is not a Scoping Opinion for the Proposed
Development

The SoS, in the Scoping Opinion, drew the Applicant’s attention to EU
Directive 2014/52/EU (amending Directive 2011/92/EU on the
assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on the
environment), which was made in April 2014 [APP-043]. Under the terms
of the 2014/52/EU Directive, Member States were required to bring into
force the laws, regulations and administrative provisions necessary to
comply with the Directive by 16 May 2017. Whilst transitional provisions
apply under the 2017 EIA Regulations, the Applicant was advised to
consider the effect of the implementation of the revised Directive in
terms of the production and content of the ES to be submitted with the
application [APP-033 to APP-074].

For these reasons, the Applicant based its ES on the 2017 EIA
Regulations, but did not consider that it was necessary to request a new
Scoping Opinion. Rather, the scope of assessment for those new topics
(namely Chapter 15: Human Health [APP-034], Chapter 16: Climate
Change [APP-034] and Chapter 17: Major Accidents and Disasters [APP-
035]) that are required to be considered under the 2017 EIA Regulations
is documented within the ES and was made available to both statutory
and non-statutory consultees within the 2018 Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR) used for the 2018 statutory consultation. This
is discussed further at in Chapter 3, below.

On 29 August 2018 the Applicant provided the Planning Inspectorate with
certificates confirming that s56 and s59 of the PA2008 and Regulation 13
of the 2017 EIA Regulations had been complied with [OD-003].

Consideration is given to the ES and matters arising from it throughout
this report.

HABITATS REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT

The Proposed Development is development for which a HRA Report has
been provided by the Applicant.

A Report on the Implication for European Sites (RIES), prepared by the
ExA, was published on 17 June 2019 [PD-019]. IPs were invited to
comment on the RIES at D10 in the Examination Timetable.

Consideration is given to the adequacy of the HRA Report, which for the
purposes of the Proposed Development is the Updated Report to Inform
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002409-5.2-3%20-%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Main%20Text%20-%20Chapters%2017-18.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002409-5.2-3%20-%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Main%20Text%20-%20Chapters%2017-18.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002568-s.56%20Newspaper%20Notice%20-%20Manston%20-%20Reg%209%20App%20Regs%20Reg%2016%202017%20EIA%20Regs%20-.._.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004289-Report%20on%20the%20Implications%20for%20European%20Sites%20(1).pdf

1.7.

1.7.1.

1.7.2.

1.7.3.

1.7.4.

1.7.5.

Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) [REP7a-014], associated information and
evidence and the matters arising from it in chapters 4 and 5 of this
report.

UNDERTAKINGS, OBLIGATIONS AND AGREEMENTS

The Applicant provided an initial unsigned draft Section 106 Agreement
at DL7a as Appendix Tr.3.1 Part B [REP7a-003]. This draft was for the
benefit of TDC and KCC and covered the areas of air quality and noise
monitoring; a local hiring policy and provisions for a local employment
partnership board; Public Rights of Way (PRoW); the Manston-Haine link
road; public transport contributions; and off-site highway contributions.

In its comments to the Applicant’s responses to ExQ3 [REP8-027] KCC
stated that:

“The draft section 106 agreement was not sent to KCC for comment [...].
KCC notes with some concern that the applicant submitted this first draft
of the section 106 agreement without any discussion about the headline
terms at the very least with KCC potential, which would be the expected
way to proceed and secure agreement between the relevant parties. In
fact, to date, there has still been no engagement from the applicant with
regard to agreeing the headlines in the section 106 agreement, let alone
any detailed drafting points.”

A second unsigned draft Section 106 Agreement dated 14 June 2019 was
submitted at D8 [REP8-006]. This covered similar areas to the initial
draft with the addition of biodiversity; car parking management strategy;
and a schools contribution. Other details and sums were altered, and the
local hiring policy provision renamed to education / training / recruitment
/ procurement.

In its response to TR.4.48 [REP9-024], KCC stated that:

“Neither the first draft section 106 agreement nor the second revised
draft agreement was shared or discussed with KCC before being
submitted to the Examining Authority.”

and that:

“KCC'’s view is that no weight or little weight should be given to the draft
section 106 agreement, including if it were to be offered as unilateral
undertaking under section 106.”

and

“KCC notes that the party proposed to sign the obligation is said to be
RiverOak Fuels Limited, who are an unknown entity. The section 106
agreement does not identify the nature of their interest in the land and
whether they have an interest capable/sufficient for the purposes of
section 106(1) TCPA 1990.”

TDC stated in its answers to ExQ4 [REP9-026]:
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004071-Appendices%20to%20Answers%20to%20TWQ.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004305-Kent%20County%20Council%20-%20response%20to%20deadline%208.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004257-s.106%20draft.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004585-KCC%20Response%20to%20Fourth%20Written%20Questions.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004562-Thanet%20District%20Council%20-%20response%20to%20ExQ4%20-%20Manston%20Airport.pdf

1.7.6.

1.7.7.

1.7.8.

1.7.9.

1.7.10.

1.7.11.

1.7.12.

1.8.

"TDC first discovered the draft s106 as part of the Applicant’s deadline 7a
submissions, when it was included as part of the appendices to a
response on Transport matters [Appendix Tr.3.1 Part B within REP7a-
003]. The Applicant had not contacted TDC prior to this point (or indeed
subsequently to the deadline 7a submission) either to draw TDC'’s
attention to the existence of the draft s106 or to discuss or attempt to
agree to the wording. On learning of its existence, TDC reviewed the
draft and made various comments directly to the Applicant, raising some
significant concerns about items within the draft”.

and:

"TDC has since received the Deadline 8 draft of the s106 as part of the
wider Deadline 8 submissions. There has again been no direct contact
from the Applicant either to draw attention to this or to discuss its
content. TDC has since made further comments directly to the Applicant”

An amended unsigned draft Section 106 Agreement was subsequently
submitted [REP11-010] including amendments to the PRoW, car parking
management and off site highways schedules and introducing a new
schedule covering a Freight Management Strategy (FMS). Comments on
this draft Section 106 Agreement by KCC were also received at D11
[REP11-019].

The three iterations of the unsigned draft Section 106 Agreement
received at D7a, D8, and D11 were all in the name of RiverOak Fuels
Limited (Company Registration Number 11535715) when submitted by
the Applicant.

On the final day of the Examination, 9 July 2019, the Applicant submitted
two signed Section 106 Unilateral Undertakings (UUs) in the name of
RiverOak Fuels Ltd; one in favour of KCC [AS-583] and one in favour of
TDC [AS-584].

The KCC UU covered matters of PRoW; car parking management; schools
contribution; a Manston-Haine link road; public transport contributions;
off-site highway improvements; and the FMS.

The TDC UU covered matters of air and noise monitoring; education /
training / recruitment / procurement; biodiversity; and a car parking
management strategy.

As the UUs were submitted on the final day of the Examination, the ExA
had no opportunity to examine the provisions within them, including
seeking the views of KCC and TDC. The ExA recommends to the SoS
that he should seek the views of KCC and TDC and also satisfy
himself that it is appropriate for RiverOak Fuels to be the named
party in the UUs.

The EXA notes the content of the UUs and considers them in relevant
chapters of this report.

OTHER CONSENTS
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1.8.1.

1.8.2.

1.8.3.

1.9.

1.9.1.

1.9.2.

The document Details of Other Consents and Licences that may be
required [APP-087] submitted with the application establishes other
consents, licences, permits etc which in the Applicant’s opinion:

1) Are expected to be required in addition to development consent; or
2) may be required in addition to development consent;

in order to deliver the Proposed Development.

The list under (1) includes a number of aviation-related consents that will
be required from the CAA [APP-087]. In this respect, the CAA Interface
Document [APP-086] establishes the relationship between aviation
regulation and the PA2008 process; with particular focus on the Airspace
Change Process (ACP) and Aerodrome Certification, both implemented by
the CAA.

In the interest of brevity, the content of Details of Other Consents and
Licences that may be required [APP-087] is not repeated here.

STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT

The structure of this report is as follows:

= Chapter 1 introduces the reader to the application, the processes
used to carry out the Examination and make this report.

» Chapter 2 describes the site and its surrounds, the Proposed
Development, its planning history and that of related projects.

= Chapter 3 records the legal and policy context for the SoS’ decision.

= Chapter 4 summarises the planning issues that arose from the
application and during the Examination.

= Chapter 5 sets out the ExA’s examination of the need case.

= Chapter 6 sets out the ExA’s examination of the planning issues that
arose from the application and during the Examination.

= Chapter 7 considers effects on European sites and Habitats
Assessment Regulations.

= Chapter 8 sets out the balance of planning considerations arising
from chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7 in the light of the factual, legal and policy
information in chapters 1 to 3.

= Chapter 9 sets out the ExA’s examination of CA and TP proposals.

= Chapter 10 considers the implications of the matters arising from the
preceding chapters for the dDCO.

= Chapter 11 summarises all relevant considerations and sets out the
ExA’s recommendation to the SoS.

This report is supported by the following appendices:

Appendix A - Examination Events
Appendix B - Examination Library
Appendix C - List of abbreviations
Appendix D - The Recommended dDCO
Appendix E - Recommended actions (SoS)
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2.1.

2.1.1.

2.1.2.

2.2.

2.2.1.

2.2.2.

2.2.3.

2.3.

2.3.1.

2.3.2.

2.3.3.

THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AND THE
SITE

THE APPLICATION AS MADE

The application as made is comprised within application document
references [APP-001 to APP-087].

The Proposed Development is summarised in Chapter 1 of this report. A
full description of the works required to deliver the Proposed
Development are set out in Chapter 3 of the ES [APP-043]; in Schedule 1
to the dDCO [APP-006]; and on the Works Plans [REP3-197].

SITE HISTORY

The history of the Manston Airport site is complex. It is explained in
detail in Chapter 2 of the Applicant’s Planning Statement [APP-080].

Until 1998 the site operated, at separate times, as a military base for the
RAF and United States Air Force (USAF). From 1989 RAF Manston
became known as Kent International Airport (KIA), offering a range of
services including scheduled passenger flights; charter flights; air freight
and cargo; a flight training school; flight crew training; and aircraft
testing.

KIA closed permanently in May 2014. Despite the airport’s closure, much
of the airport infrastructure, including the runway, taxiways, aprons,
cargo facilities and passenger terminal, remains [APP-080].

THE EXISTING SITE AND SURROUNDINGS

The Proposed Development is on the existing site of Manston Airport,
west of the village of Manston and North East of the village of Minster, in
Kent. The Planning Statement [APP-080] states at paragraph 2.8 that the
town of Margate lies approximately 5km to the north of the site and
Ramsgate is approximately 4km to the east®. Sandwich Bay is located
approximately 4 to 5km to the South East. The northern part of the site
is bisected by the B2050 (Manston Road), and the site is bounded by the
A299 dual carriageway (Hengist Way) and Canterbury Road West to the
south, and the B2190 (Spitfire Way) to the west.

The existing site is accessed in the west near the junction of the B2050
with the B2190 whilst the existing passenger terminal, hangar facilities
and the NGA?°, are all accessed from the B2050 west of the junction with
Manston Court Road [APP-012].

The site covers an area of approximately 296 hectares (732 acres) and
comprises a combination of existing buildings and hardstanding, some

° It is noted however that at its western extent the Nethercourt Estate, a suburb
of Ramsgate, is as little as 1.5km from the airport perimeter [RR-1948]
10 See para 2.3.7
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002454-7.2%20-%20Planning%20Statement.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002454-7.2%20-%20Planning%20Statement.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002454-7.2%20-%20Planning%20Statement.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002386-3.1%20-%20Statement%20of%20Reasons.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/south-east/manston-airport/?ipcsection=relreps&ipcpagesizesubmit=Apply&ipcsearch=barbara+warner&ipcpagesize=500&relrep=28118

2.3.4.

2.3.5.

2.3.6.

2.3.7.

2.3.8.

areas of grassland, scrub land and landscaping, as well as areas which
historically formed part of Manston Airport and its associated facilities.
This includes the 2,748m long and 60m wide runway, which is orientated
in an east-west direction across the southern part of the site [APP-012].

It is noted that in the course of 2019 various works have been carried
out on the Manston Airport site by the DfT. The purpose of these works is
explained in Section 2.5, below.

The existing buildings are clustered along the east and west boundaries
of the site and include:

*» a cargo handling facility comprising two storage warehouses 6 to 8m
high, and one hangar 12m high, all finished with metal cladding, on
an area of 5,200m?, with gated entrances and a security box;

* a 12m high fire station building, constructed of brick and with a
corrugated metal roof, on an area of 2,200m?;

» a helicopter pilot training facility comprising two 10m high hangars
with metal cladding, on an area of 950m?2;

* two 5m high museum buildings of brick construction, on an area of
2,000m?;

= a 4m high terminal building, on an area of 2,400m?;

» a 6m high ATC building, including a 9m high viewing tower, on an
area of 700m?;

*» a 12m high airplane maintenance hangar, with a taller 16m high
movable section to enclose an airplane tail fin, on an area of 4,700m?;
and

» a fuel farm [APP-012].

A network of hard surfacing used for taxiways, aprons, passenger car
parking, and roads connects the buildings to the runway and to the two
main airport entrance points that are located in the east and west of the
site [APP-012].

The NGA is located to the north of Manston Road (B2050) and bisects the
centre of the site in a roughly east to west direction. This part of the site
is predominantly grassland, with some areas of hard standing, including
a stretch of taxiway that formerly linked across to the main taxiway
network and runway. The name ‘Northern Grass Area’ is applied by the
Applicant to identify the land described above. The two museums, the
Spitfire and Hurricane Memorial Museum, and the RAF Manston Museum,
are located in the southwestern corner of the NGA. A small number of
other redundant buildings, such as the former RAF ATC tower, are also
located on the NGA [APP-012].

There is also an underground pipeline which leads from the south-east
corner of the airport site in a south-easterly direction towards an outfall
located in Pegwell Bay, south of Ramsgate. This was historically used for
the discharge of treated water from the airport when it was open and is
required for the Proposed Development to continue to discharge treated
surface water runoff [APP-012].
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2.3.9.

2.4.
2.4.1,

2.4.2.

2.5.
2.5.1,

2.5.2.

2.5.3.

A full description of the site and its surroundings is provided in Chapter 3
of the ES [APP-043]; in the BoR [REP7a-023]; and on the Land Plans
[REP11-015].

THE APPLICATION AS EXAMINED

During the course of the Examination a number of changes /
amendments were made to application documents. The most up-to-date
versions of such documents, taking into account ongoing diligence in
respect of land and property information, all relevant issues raised in
RRs, WRs, in written questions and responses to them and in oral
submissions at hearings, are:

Works Plans [REP3-197]

Land Plans [REP11-015]

dDCO [REP7a-017]

Explanatory Memorandum [REP7a-019]

BoR [AS-581]

Funding Statement [REP7a-006]

Application Document Tracker [AS-578]

CA Status Report [AS-585]

Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) [REP7a-008]
Register of Environmental Actions and Commitments (REAC) [REP7a-
012]

= Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment [REP7a-014]

* Noise Mitigation Plan (NMP) [REP7a-021]

The EXA considers whether these amended documents amount to a
change to the application sufficient to require it to be considered as a
new application in Chapter 3, below.

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

The planning history of the site since 1965 is set out in Appendix 3 of the
Planning Statement [APP-080], which is extensive. The TDC LIR also
contains a summary at Section 2.4 [REP3-010] from 1998 onwards. A
summary of the planning history that is of particular and recent
relevance is set out below.

The Town and Country Planning (Manston Airport) Special
Development Order 201911

The 2019 works undertaken on the site by the DfT are to enable the
runway and other areas of hardstanding on the airfield to be used as
lorry holding areas in conjunction with ‘Operation Brock’; a set of
measures to keep the M20 open in both directions between junctions 8
and 9 in the event of disruption to services across the English Channel.

Parts of the application site are therefore subject to The Town and
Country Planning (Manston Airport) Special Development Order 2019,

1 Available at: http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2019/86/contents/made
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004080-REAC%20(clean).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004080-REAC%20(clean).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004086-Updated%20Report%20to%20inform%20the%20Appropriate%20Assessment.pdf
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003135-Thanet%20Disctrict%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Report%20Manston%20Airport.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2019/86/contents/made

2.5.4.

2.5.5.

2.5.6.

2.5.7.

2.5.8.

which gives effect to Operation Brock by granting temporary planning
permission to the DfT.

Whilst the status of Operation Brock is currently inactive'?, the ExA notes
the Order can be activated by the DfT at any time before 31 December
2020. The implications for the Proposed Development arising from
Operation Brock are considered in chapters 6 and 9 of this report.

Planning application by Stone Hill Park Limited (TDC application
number OL/TH/16/0550)

SHP submitted a hybrid planning application to TDC on 31 May 2016 for
the comprehensive redevelopment of the site to create:

* a new, mixed-use settlement comprising up to 2,500 new homes;

» an advanced manufacturing focused business park with some
distribution / storage and office space;

» large scale indoor and outdoor sports and recreational facilities with
the former runway becoming part of a network of parkland, trails and
outdoor space; and

* a new heritage hub which will accommodate the Spitfire and
Hurricane Memorial Museum and RAF Museum.

The outline planning application (with all matters except access reserved
for future determination) is for the provision of buildings / floorspace for
the following uses:

Employment (Use Classes Bla-c/B2/B8);

Residential (Use Classes C3/C2);

Retail (Use Classes A1/A5);

Education and other non-residential institutions (Use Class D1);
Sport and recreation (Use Class D2);

Hotel (Use Class C1);

Open space/landscaping (including outdoor sport/recreation facilities);
Car parking;

Infrastructure (including roads and utilities);

Site preparation; and

Other associated works.

The full / detailed element of the application comprises change of use of
retained existing buildings; development of Phase 1 comprising four
industrial units (Use Class B1c/B2/B8) with ancillary car parking; and
associated infrastructure and access.

The application is currently undetermined. However, the EXA understands
that once the agreed sale of the site to the Applicant has been
completed, the planning application will be withdrawn.

Planning application by Stone Hill Park Limited (TDC application
number OL/TH/18/0660)

12 https://highwaysengland.co.uk/OperationBrock/
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2.5.9.

2.5.10.

2.5.11.

2.5.12.

A hybrid planning application was submitted to TDC on 4 May 2018. This
proposes the comprehensive redevelopment of the site for the provision
of a mixed-use development. The outline element (with all matters
except access reserved for future determination) comprises the provision
of buildings/floorspace for the following uses:

* Employment (Use Classes Bla-c/B2/B8);

= Residential (Use Classes C3/C2);

» Retail (Use Classes A1-A5);

»= Aviation (Sui Generis);

= Education and other non-residential institutions including museums
(Use Class D1);

Sport and Recreation (Use Class D2);

Hotel (Use Class C1);

Open space/landscaping (including outdoor sport/recreation facilities);
Car Parking; and

Infrastructure (including roads and utilities)

The full / detailed element of the application comprises a change in the
use of retained existing buildings and their means of access. This
includes:

= Up to 3,700 residential dwellings;

= up to 46,000 sgm (GIA) of employment floor space;

= retention and re-use of the western 1,199m of the existing runway for
use by heritage, vintage and classic aircraft, alongside relocation of
the existing RAF Manton Museum and Spitfire and Hurricane Museum;
provision of a sports village;

a new local centre;

two new primary schools;

potential for a small-scale campus for higher/further education; and
133 hectares of green infrastructure.

The application is also currently undetermined. Again, the ExA
understands that once the agreed sale of the site to the Applicant has
been completed, the planning application will be withdrawn.

Lothian Shelf (718) Ltd

Four planning applications were submitted by Lothian Shelf (718) Ltd to
TDC:

1) F/TH/15/0458: Change of use from airport use to general industrial
use - Building 4, Manston Airport, Spitfire Way, Manston, Ramsgate,
CT12 5FF.

2) F/TH/15/0459: Change of use from airport use to storage and
distribution use - Manston Airport Cargo Centre and Responding
Vehicle Point, Spitfire Way, Manston, Ramsgate, CT12 5FF.

3) F/TH/15/0460: Change of use from airport use to general industrial
for a temporary period of 3 years - Building South of Terminal
(Hanger 1), Manston Airport, Manston, Ramsgate, CT12 5BL.
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2.5.13.

4) F/TH/15/0457: Change of use from airport use to general industrial
use together with four storey extension and insertion of windows -
Building 870, Manston Airport, Manston, Ramsgate, CT12 5BL.

All of the applications were subject to appeal, one for a refusal
(F/TH/15/0457) and the other three for non-determination. All four
appeals were dismissed on 13 July 2017 following a Public Inquiry. A
copy of the linked appeal decision (APP/Z2260/W/15/3140995, 3140990,
3140992 and 3140994) is provided in Appendix 4 of the Planning
Statement [APP-080]. All appeals were dismissed due to conflict with
Saved Policy EC4 of the Thanet Local Plan (2006) (LP), which was not
outweighed by other material considerations.
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3.
3.1.

3.1.1.

3.1.2.

3.1.3.

3.1.4.

3.2.

3.2.1.

3.2.2.

LEGAL AND POLICY CONTEXT
THE PLANNING ACT 2008

The application includes development that falls within the definitions for
airport-related development set out in s23 of the PA2008.

As set out in sub-section 3.2, below, the Airports National Policy
Statement (ANPS): new runway capacity and infrastructure at airports in
the South East of England®® (ANPS) does not have effect in relation to
the application to reopen and develop Manston Airport and therefore the
examination of this application has been conducted under s105 of the
PA2008 which applies to decisions in cases where no National Policy
Statement has effect.

In deciding the application s105(2) of the PA2008 requires the SoS to
have regard to:

(@) any local impact report (within the meaning given by section 60(3))
submitted to the SoS before the deadline specified in a notice under
section 60(2),

(b) any matters prescribed in relation to development of the description
to which the application relates, and

(c) any other matters which the Secretary of State thinks are both
important and relevant to the Secretary of State's decision.

This report sets out the ExA’s findings, conclusions and recommendations
taking these matters fully into account and applying s105 of the PA2008
in making its recommendation to the SoS.

NATIONAL POLICY STATEMENTS
The SoS for Transport designated the ANPS in June 2018.

The ANPS states at paragraph 1.41 that:

“The Airports NPS does not have effect in relation to an application for
development consent for an airport development not comprised in an
application relating to the Heathrow Northwest Runway, and proposals
for new terminal capacity located between the Northwest Runway at
Heathrow Airport and the existing Northern Runway and reconfiguration
of terminal facilities between the two existing runways at Heathrow
Airport. Nevertheless, the Secretary of State considers that the contents
of the Airports NPS will be both important and relevant considerations in
the determination of such an application, particularly where it relates to
London or the South East of England. Among the considerations that will
be important and relevant are the findings in the Airports NPS as to the

13 Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/airports-national-
policy-statement
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3.2.3.

3.2.4.

3.2.5.

3.2.6.

3.2.7.

3.3.

3.3.1.

3.3.2.

3.3.3.

need for new airport capacity and that the preferred scheme is the most
appropriate means of meeting that need.”

Therefore, as stated above, the ANPS does not have effect in relation to
the application to reopen and develop Manston Airport.

The ANPS states at paragraph 1.12 that:

"The Airports NPS provides the primary basis for decision making on
development consent applications for a Northwest Runway at Heathrow
Airport, and will be an important and relevant consideration in respect of
applications for new runway capacity and other airport infrastructure in
London and the South East of England.”

Therefore, the ANPS is an important and relevant consideration under
s105(2) of the PA2008.

The content and provisions of the ANPS are referred to and quoted in
each of the issue sections in Chapter 6 of this report, where relevant.

In examining this application, the ExA has also had regard to the
National Policy Statement for National Networks (NPSNN) published by
the DfT on 17 December 2014#, The NPSNN, which the ExA considers is
also a relevant and important consideration under s105(2) of the
PA2008, is referred to in the section in Chapter 6 of this report that deals
with traffic and transport given the impacts on elements of the Strategic
Road Network (SRN).

EUROPEAN LAW

Council Directive 2011/92/EU and 2014/52/EU on the
assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on
the environment (the EIA Directive)

The EIA Directive defines the procedure by which information about the
environmental effects of a project is collected and taken into account by
the relevant decision-making body before consent is granted for a
development. It applies to a wide range of public and private projects,
which are defined in Annexes I and II of the Directive.

The most recent EIA Directive is 2014/52/EU, which entered into force on
15 May 2014. The 2014 Directive was transposed into domestic UK law
on the 16 May 2017.

Council Directive 2002/49/EC on the assessment and
management of environmental noise (the Environmental Noise
Directive)

The Environmental Noise Directive (END) concerns the assessment and
management of environmental noise and is the main EU instrument to

14 Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/national-networks-
national-policy-statement
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3.3.4.

3.3.5.

3.3.6.

3.3.7.

3.3.8.

3.3.9.

identify noise pollution levels and to trigger action at both Member State
and EU level. The END compelled EU Member States to produce noise
maps every five years, the drafting of local noise action plans and
collection of noise data to inform future community policy and to consult
on and make this information publicly available.

Directive 2002/30/EC of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 26 March 2002 on the establishment of rules and
procedures with regard to the introduction of noise-related
operating restrictions at Community airports

Directive 2002/30/EC establishes procedures on noise related measures
at large airports. It is closely related to the International Civil Aviation
Organisation (ICAO) Assembly Resolution A33/7, which establishes a
‘Balanced Approach’ to noise management with respect to environmental
benefit and economic incentives, but without imposing measures that
would be overly restrictive. The Directive requires consideration of noise
reduction at source, land-use planning, noise abatement, operational
procedures and operating restrictions.

Council Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air quality and cleaner
air for Europe (the Air Quality Directive)

The Air Quality Directive (AQD) came into force on 11 June 2008. The
Directive consolidates four directives and one Council decision into a
single directive on air quality. Under the AQD, Member States are
required to assess ambient air quality with respect to sulphur dioxide,
nitrogen dioxide and nitrogen monoxide, particulate matter (PM1i0oand
PMz.5), lead, benzene and carbon monoxide (CO). The Directive set
limiting values for compliance and establishes control actions where
these are exceeded. It is transposed into domestic UK law through
regulations made under the Environment Act 1995 (EA1995).

Part IV of EA1995 requires all Local Authorities in the UK to review and
assess air quality in their area. If any standards are being exceeded or
are unlikely to be met by the required date, then that area should be
designated an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) and the Local
Authority must draw up and implement an Air Quality Action Plan aimed
at reducing levels of the pollutant.

The relevance of this Directive to this application is set out in Chapter 6
of this report.

Directive 2010/75/EU of the European Parliament and the
Council on industrial emissions and The Environmental Permitting
(England and Wales) Regulations 2016 (the Environmental
Permitting Regulations)

The Environmental Permitting Regulations apply to all new installations
and transpose the requirements of the EU Industrial Emissions Directive
(IED) (2010/75/EU) into domestic UK law.

Under the IED and Environment Permitting Regulations, the operator of
an installation covered by the IED is required to employ Best Available
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3.3.10.

3.3.11.

3.3.12.

3.3.13.

3.3.14.

3.3.15.

Techniques (BAT) for the prevention or minimisation of emissions to the
environment, to ensure a high level of protection of the environment as a
whole.

The relevance of this Directive and the Environment Permitting
Regulations to this application is set out in chapters 5 and 6 of this
report.

Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural
habitats and of wild fauna and flora (the Habitats Directive)

The Habitats Directive (together with Council Directive 2009/147/EC on
the conservation of wild birds (the Birds Directive)) forms the
cornerstone of Europe's nature conservation policy. It is built around two
pillars: The Natura 2000 network of protected sites and the strict system
of species protection. The Directive protects over 1,000 animals and
plant species and over 200 habitat types (for example, special types of
forests; meadows; wetlands; etc) which are of European importance. It
requires designation of areas as Special Areas of Conservation (SACs).

The Habitats Directive and the Birds Directives are transposed into
domestic UK law through:

= The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (in
respect of the terrestrial environment and territorial waters out to 12
nautical miles); and

= The Conservation of Offshore Marine Habitats and Species Regulations
2017 (for UK offshore waters).

The relevance of this Directive to this application is set out directly in
Chapter 6 of this report, and it is considered elsewhere as required.

Council Directive 2009/147/EC on the conservation of wild birds
(the Birds Directive)

The Birds Directive is a comprehensive scheme of protection for all wild
bird species naturally occurring in the EU. The directive recognises that
habitat loss and degradation are the most serious threats to the
conservation of wild birds. It therefore places great emphasis on the
protection of habitats for endangered as well as migratory species. It
requires classification of areas as Special Protection Areas (SPAs)
comprising all the most suitable territories for these species. Since 1994
all SPAs form an integral part of the Natura 2000 ecological network.

The Birds Directive bans activities that directly threaten birds, such as
the deliberate killing or capture of birds, the destruction of their nests
and taking of their eggs, and associated activities such as trading in live
or dead birds. It requires Member States to take the requisite measures
to maintain the population of species of wild birds at a level which
corresponds, in particular, to ecological, scientific, and cultural
requirements while taking account of economic and recreational
requirements.
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3.3.16.

3.3.17.

3.3.18.

3.3.19.

3.3.20.

3.4.
3.4.1.

3.4.2.

3.5.
3.5.1.

The relevance of this Directive to this application is set out directly in
Chapter 6 of this report, and it is considered elsewhere as required.

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as
amended) (the Habitats Regulations)

The Habitats Regulations provide domestic force to the Habitats Directive
and the Wild Birds Directive and provide the cornerstone on which the
practice of HRA is undertaken in England and Wales. Their relevance to
this application is set out directly in Chapter 6 of this report, and they are
considered elsewhere as required.

Council Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and the
Council [...] establishing a framework for Community action in
the field of water policy (the Water Framework Directive)

The Water Framework Directive (WFD) establishes a framework for water
policy, managing the quality of receiving waters. The Directive is
concerned with water management. Amongst other objectives, it
requires EU Member States to prevent the deterioration of surface water
bodies, groundwater bodies and their ecosystems and improve the
quality of surface and groundwater bodies by progressively reducing
pollution and by restoration.

The WFD is transposed into law in England and Wales by The Water
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales)
Regulations 2017.

Consideration of water quality and management is contained in Chapter 6
of this report.

LEAVING THE EUROPEAN UNION

The European Union (Withdrawal) Act 2018 includes clauses which
establish that, subject to defined exceptions, EU law which was extant up
to UK’s exit from the EU will remain in force and be incorporated into
domestic UK law. This report has therefore been drafted on the basis that
relevant EU law (primarily environmental law) will remain in force at the
point when the SoS decides this application.

Until the arrangements for the UK'’s exit from the EU are finalised, the
requirements of the EASA will continue to apply to airports and aviation
within the UK. It will be a matter for the SoS to satisfy himself as to the
position on retained law at the point of his decision.

UK LAW

Outwith the PA2008, the following Acts of Parliament and related Rules
and Regulations are implicit to the ExA’s consideration of the application
in chapters 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 of this report:

= Civil Aviation Act (1982, 2006 and 2012)*;
= Climate Change Act 2008%*;
= Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000;
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3.5.2.

3.5.3.

3.5.4.

Environment Act 1995;

Environmental Protection Act 1990;

Equality Act 2010 (Public Sector Equality Duty)*;

Floods and Water Management Act 2010;

Human Rights Act 1998*:

National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949;

Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006;

The Air Quality Standards Regulations 2010;

The Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2010

together with subsequent amendments;

= The EU Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC), as enacted into
domestic law by the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive)
(England and Wales) Regulations 2003;

= The EU Floods Directive (2007/60/EC), as enacted into domestic law
by the Flood Risk Regulations 2009;

» The National Emission Ceiling Regulations 2018;

» The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development)
(England) Order 2015;

» The Water Framework Directive (England and Wales) Regulations
2017;

» The Water Framework Directive (Standards and Classification)
Directions (England and Wales) 2015;

= Transport Act 2000%*;

= Water Resources Act 1991; and

= Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.

Where relevant and appropriate, an expanded explanation of the
relevance of these Acts and Instruments is set out in the discrete topic
chapters?>,

The Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 2017

The current EIA legislation for NSIPs is the 2017 EIA Regulations®. It
revokes the 2009 EIA Regulations subject to transitional provisions in
Regulation 37 of the 2017 EIA Regulations. The Applicant maintained in
its Scoping Report that the transitional provisions applied to the
application and hence had complied with the relevant provisions of the
2009 EIA Regulations at the Pre-application stage [APP-043, Appendix
1.1, paragraph 1.4.1].

The 2017 EIA Regulations came into force on 16 May 2017, one year
after a Scoping Opinion request was made by the Applicant. Regulation
37(2)(a)(ii) of the 2017 EIA Regulations states that the 2009 EIA
Regulations will continue to apply to any application for an order granting
development consent or subsequent consent where before the
commencement of the 2017 Regulations, the Applicant had requested the
SoS adopt a Scoping Opinion defined by the 2009 EIA Regulations.

15 Those marked with an asterisk are expanded below
16 Available at: http: //www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/572/contents/made
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3.5.5.

3.5.6.

3.5.7.

3.5.8.

3.5.9.

3.5.10.

The Applicant requested a Scoping Opinion from the SoS on 30 June
2016, and that opinion was adopted by the Planning Inspectorate on
behalf of the SoS on 10 August 2016. The SoS drew the Applicant’s
attention to EU Directive 2014/52/EU (amending Directive 2011/92/EU),
which was made in April 2014 [APP-043, Appendix 1.2]. Under the terms
of the 2014/52/EU Directive, Member States are required to bring into
force the laws, regulations and administrative provisions necessary to
comply with the Directive by 16 May 2017. Whilst transitional provisions
will apply to such new regulations, the Applicant was advised to consider
the effect of the implementation of the revised Directive in terms of the
production and content of the ES [APP-033 to APP-074].

For these reasons, the Applicant based its ES on the 2017 EIA
Regulations. The Applicant felt it was not necessary to request a new
Scoping Opinion. Rather the scope of assessment for those new topics
(namely Chapter 15: Human Health [APP-034], Chapter 16: Climate
Change [APP-034] and Chapter 17: Major Accidents and Disasters [APP-
035]) that need to be considered as a result of this DCO application
being made under the 2017 EIA Regulations is documented within the ES
and was made available to both statutory and non-statutory consultees
within the 2018 PEIR used for the 2018 public consultation.

The EIA Regulations establish the minimum information to be supplied by
the Applicant within an ES, as well as information that an ExA can
request as being reasonably justified given the circumstances of the
case. Schedule 4 represents the minimum requirements for an ES under
the EIA Regulations.

The EXA in reaching its conclusions and recommendation has taken the
environmental information as defined in Regulation 3(1) (including the
ES and all other information on the environmental effects of the
development) into consideration (see chapters 4 to 6 of this report).

Climate Change Act 2008

The Climate Change Act 2008 (CCA2008) is the basis for the UK’s
approach to tackling and responding to climate change. It requires that
emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases (GHGSs) are
reduced and that climate change risks are prepared for. The CCA2008
also establishes the framework to deliver on these requirements.

The CCA2008 supports the UK’s commitment to urgent international
action to tackle climate change. It commits the UK government by law to
reducing GHG emissions by at least 80% of 1990 levels by 2050. This
includes reducing emissions from the devolved administrations (Scotland,
Wales and Northern Ireland), which currently account for about 20% of
the UK’s emissions. The 80% target was based on advice from the

MANSTON AIRPORT: TR020002
REPORT TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT: 18 OCTOBER 2019 30


https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002417-5.2-5%20-%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Volume%205%20-%20Appendices%201.1-1.3.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002558-Manston%20Examination%20Library%20Template.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002408-5.2-2%20-%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Main%20Text%20-%20Chapters%2011-16.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002408-5.2-2%20-%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Main%20Text%20-%20Chapters%2011-16.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002409-5.2-3%20-%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Main%20Text%20-%20Chapters%2017-18.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002409-5.2-3%20-%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Main%20Text%20-%20Chapters%2017-18.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2008/27/contents

3.5.11.

3.5.12.

3.5.13.

3.5.14.

3.5.15.

Committee on Climate Change’s (CoCC’s) 2008 report Building a low-
carbon economy?’.

Towards the close of the Examination the CCA2008 was amended by The
Climate Change Act 2008 (2050 Target Amendment) Order 20198 to a
100% net zero target by 2050. The recommendations in this report have
taken account of this change.

This is of relevance to biodiversity; flood risk; air quality; traffic and
transport; and operational matters arising from the Proposed
Development and reported in chapter 6 of this report.

Human Rights Act 1998
Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1998 (HRA1998) states that:

“In the determination of his civil rights and obligations [...], everyone is
entitled to a fair and public hearing within a reasonable time by an
independent and impartial tribunal established by law.”

Article 8: Right to respect for private and family life of the HRA1998
states that:

“1 Everyone has the right to respect for his private and family life, his
home and his correspondence.

2 There shall be no interference by a public authority with the exercise of
this right except such as is in accordance with the law and is necessary in
a democratic society in the interests of national security, public safety or
the economic well-being of the country, for the prevention of disorder or
crime, for the protection of health or morals, or for the protection of the
rights and freedoms of others.”

The First Protocol: Article 1 - Protection of property of the Human Rights
Act 1998 states that:

“Every natural or legal person is entitled to the peaceful enjoyment of his
possessions. No one shall be deprived of his possessions except in the
public interest and subject to the conditions provided for by law and by
the general principles of international law.

The preceding provisions shall not, however, in any way impair the right
of a State to enforce such laws as it deems necessary to control the use
of property in accordance with the general interest or to secure the
payment of taxes or other contributions or penalties.”

17 Available at: https://www.theccc.org.uk/tackling-climate-change/the-legal-
landscape/the-climate-change-act/

18 Available at:

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2019/1056/pdfs/uksi 20191056 en.pdf
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3.5.16.

3.5.17.

3.5.18.

3.5.19.

3.5.20.

3.5.21.

3.5.22.

The EXA has had full regard to the provisions of this legislation and, in
particular, the Articles cited above in considering all aspects of the
application and of the Proposed Development.

The ExA concludes that it has fully addressed the provisions in
Article 6 in that:

= It held four OFHs of which all IPs were informed within the prescribed
period and at which any IP that wished to speak was given the
opportunity to do so;

» it held eight ISHs of which all IPs were informed within the prescribed
period and at which any IP that wished to speak was given the
opportunity to do so;

= it held two CAHs of which all AP

» were informed within the prescribed period and at which any AP that
wished to speak was given the specific opportunity to do so in a
specific item on the agendas;

= all of the OFHs, ISHs and CAHs were held in public with no part on the
sessions being held in private and the press were welcomed to attend
all sessions and did so on a number of occasions; and

*» both the ExA’s Recommendation Report and the SoS’s decision and
statement of reasons will be pronounced publicly.

The EXA considers that, in the case of this application, Articles 1 and 8
are potentially particularly engaged in respect of noise and the request
for CA and are dealt with in more detail in the parts of this report that
deal with these issues.

Equality Act 2010 (Public Sector Equality Duty)

The Public Sector Equalities Duty (PSED) is established through s149 of
the Equality Act 2010'°. The duty requires that the ExA in the exercise of
its functions, has due regard to the need to:

(a) eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other
conduct that is prohibited by or under this Act;

(b) advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a
relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not share it; and

(c) foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it.

The 'relevant protected characteristics' under this Act are: Age;
disability; sex; gender reassignment; pregnancy and maternity; race;
religion or belief; and sexual orientation.

In coming to its conclusions throughout this report, the ExXA has had
close regard to its duties under this legislation.

In particular, it is aware that a number of RRs received specify that
persons who may be impacted by aspects of the Proposed Development

19 Available at: http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/section/149
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3.5.23.

3.5.24.

3.5.25.

3.5.26.

3.5.27.

3.5.28.

3.5.29.

3.5.30.

share a relevant protected characteristic [RR-0741, RR-0782, RR-0198,
RR-1464, RR-1798, RR-1828, RR-1982].

Examples of this include people who are housebound, disabled, have
stress related illness, have children with special educational needs or who
are elderly.

In respect of such representations, the ExA has had particular regard to
s149(4) which states that:

“The steps involved in meeting the needs of disabled persons that are
different from the needs of persons who are not disabled include, in
particular, steps to take account of disabled persons' disabilities.”

The EXA has sought to fulfil the requirements of the PSED in part by the
ways in which it has managed its Examination. It, for example, ensured
that all the venues for the hearings were fully accessible and offered
hearing loops. It offered written material in alternative forms. It allowed
representations to be made at hearings by persons acting on behalf of
others for whom making such submissions may have presented
difficulties and allowed extra time for those not certain of the procedures
operated at hearings.

Whilst the EXA has had close regard to the need to fulfil the requirements
of PSED across all the issues it has particularly focussed on the issues of
transport, the design of the Proposed Development and the issue that is
raised most amongst the RRs quoted above and by other IPs - noise.

The impact of PSED is, therefore considered in more detail in those parts
of this report which deal with these issues.

Sector-specific UK law, guidance and procedures
Civil Aviation Act 1982, 2006 and 2012

The Civil Aviation Act is the principal legislation for the regulation of
aircraft operations. The Act covers the functions of the SoS and the CAA
in relation to aviation, and, amongst other issues, sets down the general
objectives, duties and financial provisions of the CAA. The Act provides
for aerodromes to fix charges based on noise and emissions, establish
noise control schemes, restrict use of land for the purposes of securing
safety, and provides powers to regulate air navigation.

The Act was updated in 2006 when additional powers to avoid, limit or
mitigate the effects of noise connected with departures or arrivals of
aircraft at an aerodrome were introduced.

The Act was further updated in 2012 to motivate airports to deliver
better facilities, provide more information for passengers and give
greater incentives for airports to prepare for disruptive events such as
severe weather.
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3.5.31.

3.5.32.

3.5.33.

3.5.34.

3.5.35.

3.5.36.

3.5.37.

3.5.38.

Relevant provisions of the Civil Aviation Act are considered in conjunction
with relevant issues in Chapter 6 of this report.

Transport Act 2000

For aviation the Transport Act established the framework for the creation
of a public-private partnership of NATS.

The Aerodromes (Noise Restrictions) (Rules and Procedures)
Regulations 2003

These regulations designate ‘competent authorities’ for the purposes of
EU Regulation 598/2014 which establishes the rules and procedures on
the introduction of noise-related operating restrictions at airports within a
‘Balanced Approach’ to noise management, as promoted by the ICAO.

There are 4 principal elements to the Balanced Approach:

The reduction of noise at source;

land-use planning and management;

noise abatement operational procedures; and
operating restrictions.

The role of competent authorities is to ensure that the Balanced
Approach is applied when operating restrictions are considered or
implemented. In doing so the competent authorities must ensure that
there is appropriate consultation, that any operating restrictions are cost
effective and that operating restrictions are only adopted if no other
measures are appropriate to address the noise problem.

The Balanced Approach is considered in Chapter 6 of this report.
Civil Aviation Authority and the Aerodrome Licence

The CAA is the UK's specialist aviation regulator, and works to ensure
that the aviation industry meets the highest safety standards, that
consumers have choice, value for money, are protected and treated fairly
when they fly, that the environmental impact of aviation on local
communities is effectively managed and COz2 emissions are reduced
through the efficient use of airspace, and that the aviation industry
manages security risks effectively. Any airport in the UK which is used
for commercial passenger flights, public transport flights and / or flying
training in aircraft above a specified weight, is required to obtain an
Aerodrome Licence from the CAA.

The CAA’s principal functions and duties are set out in primary legislation
(the Civil Aviation Act 1982, the Airports Act 1986, the Transport Act
2000 and the Civil Aviation Act 2012) and in secondary legislation
(principally the Air Navigation Order 2017). Section 70 of the Transport
Act 2000 places the CAA under a general duty in relation to its air
navigation functions to exercise those functions so as to maintain a high
standard of safety in the provision of air traffic services. That duty is to
have priority over the CAA’s other duties in this area of work.
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3.5.39.

3.5.40.

3.5.41.

3.5.42.

3.5.43.

3.5.44.

3.5.45.

3.5.46.

Consideration of progress towards the Aerodrome Licence and its
implications for the Proposed Development is contained within Chapter 6.

Air Navigation Guidance 2017

Section 70(2) of the Transport Act 2000 requires the CAA to take account
of any guidance on environmental objectives given to it by the SoS when
carrying out its air navigation functions. These functions are set out in
the SoS’s Air Navigation Directions 2017, as amended in 2018, made
under sections 66(1) and 68 of the Transport Act 2000.

Airspace change

Changes to the design of UK airspace are proposed by an airspace
change sponsor, usually an airport or a provider of air navigation services
(including ATC). The CAA requires the change sponsor of any permanent
change to the published airspace design to follow their ACP. Subject to
operational constraints (including safety), the design of airspace, and the
ACP, do not specify, or limit future increases in, the volume of air traffic
using a piece of airspace at any given point in time. The volume of air
traffic using an airport may however be addressed by land-use planning
conditions, where relevant.

The CAA document CAP1616: Airspace Design: Guidance on the
regulatory process for changing airspace design including community
engagement requirements provides guidance on the ACP. The Applicant’s
ACP submission, which will need to be accompanied by an ES, is
considered in Chapter 6, below.

The ACP is a discrete process under the CAA but is a relevant and
important consideration for aspects of this land-use decision.

In addition, the Applicant has identified a range of other aviation-related
consents that will be required from the CAA. These are defined in the
document Details of Other Consents and Licences that may be required
[APP-087] and are largely concerned with the provision of air traffic
services, commercial aeronautical and meteorological information, and
licences for aeronautical and navigation aid radio, fire, operations control,
and radar.

European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) and the EASA certificate

EASA are an agency of the EU with regulatory and executive tasks in the
area of civil aviation safety. Most aviation regulation and policy is
harmonised across the world to ensure consistent levels of safety and
consumer protection. Worldwide safety regulations are set by the ICAO
and within Europe by the EASA.

Aerodromes within the UK are within the scope of EASA and are required
to obtain an EASA certificate if they are open to public use and serve
commercial air transport operations and have a published instrument
approach or departure procedure and have a paved runway of 800
metres or above or exclusively serve helicopters. Commission Regulation

MANSTON AIRPORT: TR020002
REPORT TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT: 18 OCTOBER 2019 35


https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002461-7.6%20-%20Details%20of%20other%20consents%20and%20licences%20that%20may%20be%20required.pdf

(EU) No 139/2014 contains the Implementing Rules that cover all EASA
aerodromes.

Town and Country Planning (Safeguarded Aerodromes, Technical
Sites and Military Explosives Storage Areas) Direction 2002

3.5.47. Certain civil aerodromes on the basis of their importance to the national
air transport system are officially safeguarded in order to ensure that
their operation is not impacted upon by proposed developments.
Aerodrome safeguarding covers aspects such as:

» Protecting the airspace around an aerodrome to ensure no buildings
or structures may cause danger to aircraft either in the air or on the

ground;

= protecting the integrity of radar and other electronic aids to
navigation;

= protecting aeronautical lighting, such as approach and runway
lighting;

» protecting the aerodrome from any increased wildlife strike risk;

= preventing any construction processes from interfering with
aerodrome operations; and

= protecting aircraft from the risk of collision with obstacles through
appropriate lighting.

3.5.48. The Direction provides details of the system of safeguarding, lists the
civil aerodromes which are officially safeguarded and lists the Local
Planning Authority (LPA) areas containing civil en-route technical sites for
which separate official safeguarding maps have been issued.

3.5.49. The MoD (RAF Manston) Technical Site Direction 2017 provides the
current safeguarding map for the technical site of Manston Airport.
Consideration of any effects of the Proposed Development upon the
current safeguarded site and upon the future safeguarding of the
potential civil aerodrome that the Proposed Development entails are
contained within chapters 4 and 5.

3.6. MADE DEVELOPMENT CONSENT ORDERS

3.6.1. There are no made Development Consent Orders (DCO) that directly
impinge on the Proposed Development.

3.6.2. An Application for a DCO for Thanet Extension Offshore Wind Farm?° by
Vattenfall Wind Power Limited relates to the Proposed Development
insofar as the Applicant has submitted a SoCG with Vattenfall Wind
Power Limited [REP3-177] at the request of the ExA. The Application by
Vattenfall was due to be submitted for decision to the SoS for Business,
Energy and Industrial Strategy after the close of this Examination.

20 Available at:
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/south-east/thanet-
extension-offshore-wind-farm/
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3.7.

3.7.1.

3.7.2.

3.7.3.

3.7.4.

3.7.5.

3.7.6.

3.7.7.

TRANSBOUNDARY EFFECTS

The Planning Inspectorate undertook two Transboundary Screenings
[OD-001].

The first screening took place on 18 July 2017 following the issue of a
Scoping Opinion by the SoS. The first screening concluded that:

“Under Regulation 24 of the 2009 EIA Regulations and on the basis of the
current information available from the Applicant, the Inspectorate is of
the view that the Proposed Development is not likely to have a significant
effect on the environment in another EEA State.

In reaching this view the Inspectorate has applied the precautionary
approach (as explained in its Advice note Twelve: Transboundary
Impacts Consultation); and taken into account the information currently
supplied by the Applicant.”

The Application was re-screened on 30 January 2019 after the
submission of the application documents on 17 July 2018 and the SoS'’s
decision to accept the application for examination on 14 August 2018.

This screening noted that:

“On 16 May 2017 the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2017 (the 2017 EIA Regulations) came into
force. RSP opted to prepare its ES in accordance with the requirements of
the 2017 EIA Regulations. This transboundary screening has therefore
been completed in accordance with Regulation 32 of the 2017 EIA
Regulations.”

The second screening concluded that:

“Under Regulation 32 of the 2017 EIA Regulations and on the basis of the
current information available from the Applicant, there is no change to
the previous conclusion, and the Inspectorate remains of the view that
the Proposed Development is not likely to have a significant effect on the
environment in another EEA State.

In reaching this view the Inspectorate has applied the precautionary
approach (as explained in its Advice Note twelve: Transboundary
Impacts); and taken into account the information currently supplied by
the Applicant.”

Both screenings concluded that no further action is required at this stage.

A representation on transboundary issues was received from Mr C. Lowe
[AS-162] who requested that the Transboundary Screening be revisited
and revised on the grounds that there would be major climate heating
effects of the proposal, primarily from the aircraft, especially where these
fly over EEA states, but also from all the associated activity including
road transport, and other developments.
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3.7.8.

3.7.9.

3.7.10.

3.8.
3.8.1.

3.9.

The EXA considered this submission but note that international flights are
exempt from the CCA2008 and the Net Zero targets.

In undertaking the transboundary impact assessment the Planning
Inspectorate noted that the assessment is whether “the Secretary of
State is of the view that the development is likely to have significant
effects on the environment in another EEA State”.

Because of the global nature of the aviation emissions it does not
consider that there is a means of attributing a significant effect on a
specific EEA state, so this has to be considered at a more global level.

OTHER RELEVANT POLICY STATEMENTS

The following policy documents are also referred to in relevant chapters
of this report:

» Air Quality Guidelines for Europe, World Health Organisation, 2000;

»= Air Quality Technical Planning Guidance, TDC in conjunction with the
Kent and Medway Air Quality Partnership, August 2016;

= Aviation Policy Framework, HM Government, March 2013;

= Aviation 2050 — the future of UK aviation: A Consultation, HM
Government, December 2018 (and supplementary reports);

» Aviation strategy: making best use of existing runways, HM
Government, June 2018;

= Beyond the Horizon: The future of UK aviation. Next steps towards an
Aviation Strategy, HM Government, April 2018;

» Biodiversity 2020: A Strategy for England’s wildlife and ecosystem
services, HM Government, August 2011;

= (Circular 01/2003 - Safeguarding aerodromes, technical sites and
military explosives storage areas, HM Government (DfT), 2003;

= Circular 01/2010 - Control of development in airport public safety
zones, HM Government (DfT), 2010;

= Environmental Noise Guidelines for the European Region, World
Health Organisation, 2018;

» Local Transport Plan 4 (LTP4): Delivering Growth without Gridlock
2016-2031, KCC, 2017;

= Noise Policy Statement for England, HM Government, March 2010;

» Thanet District Transport Strategy 2015-2031 (Draft Version 2), KCC;

= The Air Quality Strategy for England, Scotland, Wales and Northern
Ireland, HM Government March 2011; and

= The Clean Air Strategy, HM Government, January 2019.

THE NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK
AND PLANNING PRACTICE GUIDANCE
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3.9.1.

3.9.2.

3.9.3.

3.9.4.

3.9.5.

3.9.6.

3.10.
3.10.1.

3.10.2.

The relevant version of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) at
the time the Examination closed on 9 July 2019 was the February 2019
version??,

The NPPF states at paragraph 5 that:

“The Framework does not contain specific policies for nationally
significant infrastructure projects. These are determined in accordance
with the decision making framework in the Planning Act 2008 (as
amended) and relevant national policy statements for major
infrastructure, as well as any other matters that are relevant (which may
include the National Planning Policy Framework)".

The EXA considers that the NPPF is relevant to the examination of the
Proposed Development and have taken account of relevant policies
during the Examination and note that a number of representations,
including those from the Applicant, made reference to specific provisions
in the NPPF.

The NPPF does contain one policy of more direct importance and
relevance to this Application. Paragraph 104(f) states that:

“Planning policies should recognise the importance of maintaining a
national network of general aviation airfields, and their need to adapt and
change over time - taking into account their economic value in serving
business, leisure, training and emergency service needs, and the
Government’s General Aviation Strategy.”

Planning Practice Guidance is also taken into account where appropriate;
in particular in the advice on the imposition of planning conditions?? has
applied to the ExA’s consideration of the appropriateness of
Requirements in Schedule 2 of the dDCO [PD-018].

The content and provisions of the NPPF are referred to and quoted in
each of the issue sections of Chapter 6 of this report, where relevant.

THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The application site is located entirely within the administrative area of
TDC. The Development Plan in Thanet consists of the:

= Saved Policies of the LP adopted in June 2006;
= Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan, adopted in July 2016; and
= Cliftonville Development Plan Document, adopted in February 2010.

The Development Plan is not a statutory consideration specified in s105
of the PA2008. Notwithstanding this, in the case of this application the

21 Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-
policy-framework--2

22 Available at:

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2019/1056/pdfs/uksi 20191056 en.pdf
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3.10.3.

3.10.4.

3.10.5.

3.10.6.

3.11.

3.11.1.

3.11.2.

3.11.3.

Panel consider that the Saved Policies of the LP are important and
relevant.

The saved policies are referred to and quoted in each of the issue
sections of Chapter 6 of this, where relevant.

TDC is in the process of preparing a new Local Plan, which was submitted
to the SOSMHCLG for examination on 30 October 2018. At the time this
report was submitted to the Secretary of State for Transport, the
examination of TDC’s new Local Plan was on-going. Until it has been
adopted, the LP will remain the statutory local planning policy document
for Thanet.

It is unclear at this time whether the emerging Local Plan (eLP) will be
adopted before end of the statutory time period for determining this
application. Nonetheless, given the eLP’s advanced stage of preparation,
the Panel also considers it to be important and relevant.

The policies of the eLP are referred to and quoted in each of the issue
sections of Chapter 6 of this report, where relevant.

THE SECRETARY OF STATE’S POWERS TO MAKE A
DCO

The EXA has remained aware throughout the Examination of the need to
consider whether changes to the application documents have changed it
to a point where it became a different application and whether the SoS
would have power therefore under s114 of the PA2008 to make a DCO
having regard to the development consent applied for?3.

Planning Act 2008: Guidance for the examination of applications for
development consent?* provides guidance at paragraphs 109 to 115 in
relation to changing an application post Acceptance. The view expressed
by the Government during the passage of the Localism Act was that
s114(1) places the responsibility for making a DCO on the decision-
maker and does not limit the terms in which it can be made.

Having considered this context throughout the Examination, it is clear
that the changes to the application (primarily consisting of minor changes
to the application, a review of these within the framework provided by
the ES and technical revisions to the DCO as applied for), have not
resulted in any significant change to that which was applied for. The
changes taken into account in reaching this conclusion are documented

in Chapter 2 of this report, above.

23 Planning Act 2008: Guidance for the examination of applications for
development consent, DCLG

24 Correspondence from Bob Neill MP, Parliamentary Under Secretary of State to
Sir Michael Pitt, Chair, Infrastructure Planning Commission, DCLG (28 November
2011)
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3.11.4.

It follows that the SoS has the power to make the DCO as provided in
Appendix D to this report.
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4.

4.1.
4.1.1.

4.1.2.

THE PLANNING ISSUES
MAIN ISSUES IN THE EXAMINATION

The IAPIs for the Examination was set out in the Rule 6 letter, dated 11
December 2018 [PD-005] and amended in the Rule 8 letter dated 18
January 2019 [PD-006] following discussion at the PM held on 9 January
2019 [EV-001].

The list of Principal Issues as modified by the Rule 8 letter is as follows:

Air quality - to include:

i. Cumulative effects of road and air traffic, including ground-based
operations

ii. The effects on the Thanet Urban Air Quality Management Area (AQMA)
and designated sites

Compulsory Acquisition - to include:

i. Whether all of the land which the Applicant wishes to acquire
compulsorily has been shown to be necessary for the purposes of the
Proposed Development

ii. The compelling case in the public interest for Compulsory Acquisition

iii. Alternatives to Compulsory Acquisition, including modifications to the
Proposed Development and attempts to acquire by agreement

iv. The management of potential risks or impediments to implementation
including the need to obtain other permits

v. Crown Land

vi. Special Category Land

vii. The position of Statutory Undertakers
Funding - to include:

i. Sources and availability of funding and the degree to which bodies
have agreed to make financial contributions or to underwrite the
Proposed Development, and on what basis such contributions or
underwriting are to be made

ii. Further details of responsible bodies, including details of relevant
Company assets, structures, ownership, Directors, proofs of willingness
to invest and track record of developing and operating nationally
significant infrastructure projects, notably airports

iii. The bases for the estimates of costs
iv. Funding for the scheme as a whole
v. Funding for Compulsory Acquisition if authorised, including for blight

vi. Funding for the Noise Mitigation Plan
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vii. Provisions in the draft Development Consent Order (dDCO) for
guarantees in respect of payment of compensation

viii. The soundness of the business case and viability of the business
model

ix. Whether there is a realistic prospect of the Proposed Development
proceeding should it be consented

Habitat Regulations Assessment and effects on biodiversity - to
include:

i. Likely significant effects on European protected sites and species,
including conclusions regarding effects on integrity

ii. Effects on other habitats and species, including bird scaring techniques
and habituation

Landscape, design, archaeology and heritage - to include:

i. The effect on Conservation Areas

ii. The Effect on Ramsgate Heritage Action Zone

iii. The effects on Scheduled Monuments

iv. The effects on Listed Buildings

v. The effects on heritage assets within the airport site

vi. Management and mitigation of impacts on archaeological features

vii. The design approach taken, including the parameters-based approach
and justification for the sought provisions in Article 6 of the dDCO
regarding limits of deviation

viii. Masterplanning

ix. Landscaping and planting schemes including any proposals for off-site
mitigation schemes

Planning policy - to include:

i. The status of, and policy framework provided by, the Saved Policies
from the 2006 Thanet Local Plan and the Draft Thanet Local Plan — 2031

ii. History of relevant planning policies and proposals on the site
Need - to include:
i. National and regional airports and air transport policy and guidance

ii. UK airport air cargo capacity and forecasts, including locational
demands and cargo types/ markets

iii. Need for any airport development to take place at Manston
iv. Competition with, and possible displacement from, other UK airports
Noise - to include:

i. The assessment of effects on humans and faunal species
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ii. The Noise Mitigation Plan including the choice of relevant noise
contours

iii. The use of aircraft quota count restrictions

iv. Cumulative effects of aircraft and road traffic noise
v. Location of noise monitors

vi. Outdoor and indoor impacts of noise

vii. Noise impacts of previous airport operations

viii. Limitations and uncertainty of noise modelling
Operational issues - to include:

i. Operational relationship to, and progress with, the Airspace Change
Process

ii. Air Traffic Movements

iii. Progress with Aerodrome Certificate
iv. Night flights

v. Phasing

vi. Safety and security

vii. Customs and immigration

viii. Major accidents and incidents

ix. Aerodrome safeguarding

Other environmental issues - to include:
i. Baseline data

ii. Identification of worst-case scenarios

iii. Cumulative effects, including the relationship to the proposal by
Vattenfall Wind Power Ltd

iv. Effects of construction, operation, maintenance and decommissioning
methods, including waste and soil management

v. Approach to mitigation and monitoring
vi. Opportunities for enhancement
vii. Flood risk

viii. Impacts on land and water quality, including effects on the aquifer
and drainage discharge to designated nature conservation sites

ix. Public health, including mental health, including night flights and
cumulative effects

Xx. Unexploded Ordinance, Buried munitions and other military material
Socio-economic issues - to include:
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4.1.3.

4.2,

4.2.1.

i. Effects on the tourism/ holiday trade
ii. Estimates of employment generation
iii. Scope for local employment

iv. Cumulative effects regionally in South East of other proposed airport
developments

v. Scope for training and education schemes

vi. Scope for agreements to provide benefits for communities
vii. The possible existence of war graves

Traffic and transport - to include:

i. Strategic and local transport modelling, including the traffic effects of
the Proposed Development on the national road network, notably the M2/
A2 corridor and cumulative impacts with other proposed developments

i Capacities of existing road networks

iii. Effectiveness of mitigation measures for road network
iv. The proposals for Thanet Parkway railway station

v. The effects of construction traffic

vi. The effects of operational traffic, including to and from the proposed
fuel farm

vii. The effects of freight traffic

viii. The effects of passenger traffic, including the adequacy of parking
ix. The effects of Operation Stack and Operation Brock

X. The effects on Public Rights of Way

As subsequent chapters of this Recommendation Report demonstrate,
the ExA had full regard to these Principal Issues in structuring and
focussing the examination of this application together with any other
matters which arose during the Examination and which may be important
and relevant to the decision under s105 of the PA2008.

OTHER ISSUES ARISING IN WRITTEN
SUBMISSIONS

The Examination was wide ranging and covered all the issues identified in
4.1, above. As part of this consideration of issues and subsumed within
them more detailed examination was undertaken of three issues not
specified on the above list. These were:

= The location / relocation of a MoD HRDF, covered below in particular
in consideration of operations issues (Chapter 6) and CA (Chapter 9);

» passenger forecasts, covered in particular in consideration of need
(Chapter 5) and traffic and transport issues (Chapter 6); and
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4.3.

4.3.1.

4.3.2.

4.3.3.

4.3.4.

4.3.5.

4.3.6.

4.3.7.

4.3.8.

= the proposed Manston Green development?®, covered in particular in
consideration of noise, traffic and transport issues (Chapter 6) and CA
(Chapter 9).

ISSUES ARISING IN LOCAL IMPACT REPORTS

Reference is made to relevant specific parts of LIR in subsequent
chapters but, in addition, the main issues raised in them are summarised
below.

Canterbury City Council

The LIR from CCC [REP3-246] raised issues in relation to noise and
vibration, traffic, air quality, socio-economic issues and landscape and
visual impact.

The LIR concludes (paragraph 5.1) that there are outstanding matters
relating to noise and highways impacts.

Paragraph 4.3 states, in relation to the impact of noise and vibration
resulting from the operation of the airport:

“The proposed operation of the airport has the potential to result in noise
and disturbance to residents living within the Canterbury District,
including those in Herne Bay."”

In terms of traffic, paragraph 4.8 states that:

“Impact of traffic generated during the operational phase of the proposed
development on the local highways network within CCC'’s district.”

In terms of air quality, the LIR states at paragraph 4.12 that:

“CCC’s Environmental Health team have commented that the air quality
assessment submitted with the application does not identify any human
receptors within CCC’s district and raise no objections to the application
on air quality grounds.”

In relation to socio-economic issues, the LIR states in paragraph 4.16
that:

“CCC recognise the generally positive economic impacts for its district
associated with the proposed development and so there is some potential
for the local economy to benefit and exploit economic opportunities
arising out of the proposed development.”

CCC rely on the expertise of KCC and Natural England in assessing the
likely ecological impacts of the Proposed Development on

25 Qutline planning permission for 785 dwellings and associated infrastructure
(LPA ref. OL/TH/14/0050) [REP8-068]

MANSTON AIRPORT: TR020002
REPORT TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT: 18 OCTOBER 2019 46


https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003062-Canterbury%20City%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004298-Cogent%20Land%20LLP%20-%20WRITTEN%20SUMMARY%20OF%20ORAL%20REPRESENTATIONS%20PUT%20TO%20THE%20ExA%20HEARINGS%20HELD%20ON%204TH%20AND%205TH%20JUNE%202019.pdf

4.3.9.

4.3.10.

4.3.11.

4.3.12.

4.3.13.

4.3.14.

4.3.15.

4.3.16.

environmentally designated sites within its district and identifying
necessary mitigation measures.

Paragraph 4.23 states that:

"...the proposed development would result in a visual impact and change
in landscape but given the separation distance, it is considered that this
would not be significant in respect of CCC’s district.”

Dover District Council

The LIR from DDC [REP3-227] concludes in relation to noise and to
socio-economic effects that:

“...the Council recognises the potential positive socio-economic benefits of
the proposed development for the East Kent area [...], the Council agrees
with the noise levels presented by the Applicant for communities
identified across the Dover District and stipulates that consideration is
given to noise exposure from an operating Manston Airport for any new
or refurbished developments within the administrative area.”

In terms of transport and traffic, DDC relies on the expertise of KCC, as
Local Highway Authority, in assessing and evaluating the impacts of the
Proposed Development on the highway network and the identification of
any associated mitigation measures, where necessary.

In terms of biodiversity, DDC relies on the expertise of KCC and Natural
England in assessing the likely ecological impacts of the Proposed
Development on environmentally designated sites within the district and
identifying any necessary mitigation measures.

In terms of heritage, DDC relies on the expertise of KCC Heritage
Conservation and Historic England in assessing the potential impact of
the Proposed Development on the historic environment.

Kent County Council

The LIR from KCC [REP3-143] covers the issues of highways and
transportation; noise; PRoWs; heritage and conservation; and freshwater
environment and provides detailed comments on each of these.

These detailed comments are drawn on in the drafting of the issue-based
chapters in this report and are briefly summarised below.

In terms of noise, KCC considers the impacts of noise on local
communities including different sensitivities, night noise, the efficacy of
voluntary quotas, the effectiveness of proposed mitigation including
insulation and relocation and concludes by requesting that the Proposed
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4.3.17.

4.3.18.

4.3.19.

4.3.20.

4.3.21.

4.3.22.

4.3.23.

Development should be compliant with World Health Organisation
Environmental Noise Guidelines for the European Region?®.

With respect to PRoWs, KCC would expect monies to be secured to
improve the surface of the existing and diverted bridleways to a
minimum width of 3m along the entire length, which will include
bridleways TR8 and TR10.

KCC focuses on the adequacy of the surveys that the Applicant has been
able to undertake to evaluate the archaeological value of the site of the
Proposed Development and whether the provisions in, and secured
through, the dDCO) are sufficient to deal with the situation in which
further archaeological assets may be discovered.

Similarly, KCC states that the it is difficult to understand from the
application which built heritage assets will be affected by the present
plans and what may be retained.

KCC notes the dDCO does not currently include provision for KCC as Lead
Local Flood Authority (LLFA).

For highways and transport, KCC conclude that:

“The Site- and junction-specific — rather than strategic — approach to
capacity assessment taken in the TA has been shown to be inappropriate,
resulting in highway mitigation proposals that deliver only partial benefits
and which do not align with or incorporate the robust, long-term
solutions proposed by the Thanet Transport Strategy.

The Local Highway Authority has safety concerns with a number of the
proposed mitigation measures, and is also concerned that the Proposed
Development could give rise to on-street parking on the surrounding
highway network.”

Thanet District Council

The LIR from TDC [REP3-010] provides detailed comments on a range of
local impacts which have been addressed and drawn upon in subsequent
chapters in this report.

The summary of the LIR states at paragraphs 5.1.1. and 5.1.2 that:

“...the current application and dDCO does not adequately mitigate or
make the necessary provisions in order to address the negative local
impacts at this current time...

There are several gaps within the ES that have a fundamental impact on
the local area that will need to be assessed. In particular, these include:

26 Available at: http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/environment-and-
health/noise/publications/2018/environmental-noise-guidelines-for-the-
european-region-2018
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4.4.

4.4.1.

4.4.2.

4.4.3.

4.4.4.

e The proposed job creation and the direct and indirect socio-
economic impacts particularly in relation to housing;

. Noise and vibration impacts on residential, school and
community receptors from daytime and night time noise
levels, particularly those located within 1km of the airport and
under the flight swathes;

e Noise mitigation considerations for heritage assets;

o The impacts on the Thanet Urban AQMA and the need for
continuous air quality monitoring stations and funding to
ensure the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation;

e  Generic proposals for contamination which are insufficient in
demonstrating significant effects can be avoided;

o The assessment of the landscape value as been low and lack
of full methodology and mitigation;

. The need for further site investigation in the Northern Grass
Area;

o The conflict between the delivery of draft Policy SP47 -
Strategic Routes which includes a relief road from Manston
Court Road to Manston Road - B2050 that crosses the
Northern Grass.

e An underestimation of the impact on Climate Change in
relation to the objectives set out in Aviation 2050: The Future
of UK Aviation; and

. The lack of accordance with certain policies of both the
adopted and local plan.”

CONFORMITY WITH NATIONAL POLICY
STATEMENTS

The ANPS is not designated in relation to the application to reopen and
develop Manston Airport and therefore the Examination of this
Application has been conducted under s105 of the PA2008 which applies
to decisions in cases where no National Policy Statement has effect.

However, as stated in Chapter 3 above, the ExA considers that the ANPS
is an important and relevant consideration under s105(2) of the PA2008.

The content and provisions of the ANPS are referred to and quoted in
each of the issue sections of Chapter 6 of this report, where relevant.

In examining this application, the ExA has also had regard to the NPSNN
designated by the DfT on 17 December 2014. The NPSNN, which the ExA
considers is also a relevant and important consideration under s105(2) of
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4.5.
4.5.1.

4.5.2.

4.5.3.

4.5.4.

4.5.5.

the PA2008, is referred to in the section of Chapter 6 that deals with
traffic and transport.

CONFORMITY WITH THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The Saved Policies of the LP include several policies relevant to the
principle of the Proposed Development. Policy EC2 supports the
development, expansion and diversification of the airport, subject to
certain criteria that relate largely to mitigating potential impacts, such
as, noise, air quality, landscape and visual, transport and the water
environment. Policy EC4 safeguards land at the airport (shown on the
policies map) for airside development. Further, Policy EC5 safeguards
land to the east of the existing terminal building (shown on the policies
map) for terminal related purposes. The EXA therefore considers that the
principle of the development is supported by the development plan,
subject to it being acceptable in other regards. This is considered under
each of the main issues in Chapter 6 below and relevant development
plan policies specific to those subjects have been drawn upon and
considered where necessary.

Further, TDC's LIR [REP3-010] states at paragraph 4.1.4:

“The adopted Thanet Local Plan 2006 allocates Manston Airport for
aviation uses and airside development... TDC does not object to the
development of the Manston Airport for aviation and has made significant
efforts to support a functioning aviation use on the site”.

As set out in Chapter 3 of this report, the eLP is currently undergoing
examination. The eLP is at an advanced stage of its preparation, but
there has been a significant level of objections associated with matters
relevant to the airport. On this basis, the EXA considers that moderate
weight should be afforded to the eLP at the time of preparing this
recommendation. The weight to be afforded to specific eLP policies that
are relevant to each main issue in Chapter 6 below will be considered in
those section where necessary.

Notwithstanding the above, the submission eLP takes a neutral stance
with regard to the application site and whilst it is not allocated for
aviation use, it has also not been allocated for any other use. The elLP
refers to this application for development consent and sets out that this
approach has been taken so that this application is not prejudiced. As it
is currently drafted, the ExA considers that in principle of the Proposed
Development does not conflict with the eLP.

The EXA has been made aware by several IPs that the Inspectors
examining the eLP have requested that a main modification is drafted in
relation to the application site. It is understood that this would
potentially safeguard the site for aviation use and would allow other uses
to be considered if development consent was refused. There remains a
large amount of uncertainty around this matter, however, if the eLP was
to be changed in this way, the ExA does not believe it would result in any
conflict with the Proposed Development.
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4.5.6.

4.5.7.

4.5.8.

4.6.

4.6.1.

4.6.2.

4.7.

4.7.1.

4.7.2.

4.7.3.

4.7.4.

On a related matter, TDC in its LIR [REP3-010] at paragraph 4.2.6 state:

“The implications of the job creation purported from this project would
significantly affect the OAN for housing within the East Kent region. The
impact is a likely significant increase in housing requirements in Thanet”.

Whilst this concern is acknowledged, the Secretary of State for Housing,
Communities and Local Government wrote to TDC on 28 January 2019 in
relation to a Local Plan Intervention. This set out that following the
adoption of the eLP, a review would need to be undertaken within six
months.

The EXA considers that should the Proposed Development be granted
development consent the early review of the Local Plan would be an
appropriate time and mechanism to consider such effects.

APPLICATION OF OTHER POLICIES

Where relevant, the policies listed at paragraph 3.8 of this report are
referred to in chapters 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10.

Where the ExA has relied upon any policy provisions within the
documents listed in paragraph 3.8, it has made this clear.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

As is recorded in Chapter 1 of this report and for reasons set out there,
the application is EIA development. This section records the documents
comprising the Environment Statement (ES) and changes to those
documents provided during the Pre-examination and Examination stages
[REP11-005]. It also records the environmental management documents
proposed to be used by the Applicant, which would be secured through
the recommended dDCO (rdDCO), to ensure the application of mitigation
within the worst-case parameters (the Rochdale Envelope) assessed in
the ES during the construction and operation of the Proposed
Development.

This section concludes on the question of whether the submitted ES and
EIA process provide an adequate basis for decision-making by the SoS.

The submitted Environmental Statement

A standalone Non-Technical Summary (NTS) [APP-032] and ES was
provided with the application documents. The documents comprising the
ES are [APP-033 to 074].

Environmental management documents

The ES is supported by the following existing and intended environmental
management documents, inter alia:

= NMP [REP9-014];
= REAC [REP11-009];
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4.7.5.

4.7.6.

4.7.7.

4.7.8.

4.8.

4.8.1.

4.8.2.

= Qutline Construction Environment Management Plan (0CEMP) [REP9-
017];

» Draft Operational Environmental Management Plan (OEMP) [REP9-
011]; and

= Habitats of Protected Species Plan (HPSP) Part 1 [APP-026] and Part 2
[APP-027].

These documents are defined and would be secured through the rdDCO.
For all of these documents, the final versions of specific plans under the
frameworks they set will be prepared by the Applicant in consultation
with TDC and other parties and be submitted to TDC to be approved
[REP8-016].

An adequate Environmental Impact Assessment process and
Environmental Statement

Numerous IPs raised concerns about the adequacy of the EIA process
and the ES in RRs, WRs and in oral submissions at OFHs [EV-008 and
EV-010, EV-010a, EV-010b, EV-010c] and ISHs [EV-016, EV-016a, EV-
016b, EV-017 and EV-0026a to 028]. These concerns were addressed by
the ExA in hearings and in four sets of written questions [PD-007, PD-
010b, PD-011 and PD-020].

The EXA considered the matters raised by IPs over the adequacy of the
EIA process and of the ES during the Examination. The SoS considered
that the ES was adequate for the purposes of examination during the
Acceptance process.

The EXA has considered all documentation relevant to EIA, and has taken
it into account in the conclusions reached here and in the planning
balance (Chapter 7 of this report). A full account has been taken of all
environmental information in the assessment of the application and in
the recommendation to the SoS.

HABITATS REGULATIONS ASSESMENT

As is recorded in Chapter 1 of this report and for reasons set out there,
the application is subject to HRA. This section sets out the documents
submitted to support the HRA process for this application.

The Proposed Development has been identified by the Applicant as giving
rise to the potential for likely significant effects (LSE) on European sites
and hence is subject to HRA as recorded in the RIAA [REP7a-014]. The
SoS is the competent authority for the purposes of the Habitats
Directive?’ and the Habitats Regulations?®. Regulation 63 of the Habitats
Regulations states that if a plan or project is likely to have a significant

27 Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural
habitats and of wild fauna and flora (as codified) (the 'Habitats Directive').

28 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (the 'Habitats
Regulations')
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003910-TR020002%20ExA%202nd%20Questions%20-%20FINAL.pdf
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004391-TR020002%20ExA%20Fourth%20Written%20Questions.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004086-Updated%20Report%20to%20inform%20the%20Appropriate%20Assessment.pdf

4.8.3.

4.8.4.

effect on a European Site as defined by the Habitats Regulations?® (either
alone or in-combination with other plans or projects), then the
competent authority must undertake an appropriate assessment of the
implications for that site in view of its conservation objectives.

As is conventional in ExXA Recommendation Reports to inform SoS
decisions prepared under the PA2008, a separate record of
considerations relevant to HRA has been set out in Chapter 6 of this
report. The SoS as the competent authority has been provided with
necessary information to carry out an appropriate assessment by the
EXA.

However, at this point in this chapter it is necessary to record that the
ExA has considered all documentation relevant to HRA, and has taken it
into account in the conclusions reached here and in the planning balance
(Chapter 7 of this report). Further, project design and mitigation
proposals included in the ES and secured in the rdDCO have been fully
considered for HRA purposes.

29 Sites of Community Importance (SCIs), Special Areas of Conservation (SACs),
candidate SACs, Special Protection Areas (SPAs); and under UK policy, potential
SPAs and listed Ramsar sites
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5.1.2.

5.1.3.

5.1.4.

5.2.

5.2.1.

5.2.2.

NEED

Introduction

As set out in Chapter 3 of this report, the ANPS does not have effect in
relation to the application to reopen and develop Manston Airport and
therefore the examination of this application has been conducted under
s105 of the PA2008 which applies to decisions in cases where no National
Policy Statement has effect.

Paragraph 1.41 of the ANPS notes that the contents of the ANPS will be
both important and relevant considerations in the determination of such
an application, particularly where it relates to London or the South East
of England and that:

"Among the considerations that will be important and relevant are the
findings in the Airports NPS as to the need for new airport capacity and
that the preferred scheme is the most appropriate means of meeting that
need.”

However, paragraph 1.42 of the ANPS states that the Government
accepts that it may well be possible for existing airports to demonstrate
sufficient need for their proposals, additional to (or different from) the
need which is met by the provision of the Northwest Runway at
Heathrow.

As the examination of the Proposed Development is being conducted
under s105 of the PA2008 the EXA is obliged to examine the need for the
Proposed Development.

ISSUES

The Applicant’s Statement of Reasons [APP-012] considers that there is
an urgent need for dedicated air cargo capacity in the South East of
England for the following reasons:

» That "there is significant unmet need for local air cargo capacity which
is currently either not being met at all or being met by trucking cargo
through the Channel Tunnel to and from airports on mainland
Europe”;

» that "the existing airports in the region are primarily passenger
airports with few cargo-only flights, which are often first to be
displaced when there is disruption or delay”; and

» that "the main airport to carry cargo is Heathrow, which carries
around 95% [of the cargo it carries] in the holds of passenger
aircraft, restricting it to the destinations and timetables served by
passenger flights” [APP-012, paragraphs 4.9.1 to 4.9.3]

The Applicant’s detailed justification of the need for the proposed
development relies heavily on the Azimuth Report [APP-085] which was
commissioned by the Applicant and forms part of the application suite.
This report aims to answer three questions of its own setting:
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5.2.3.

5.2.4.

5.2.5.

5.2.6.

= Does the UK require additional airport capacity to meet its political
economic and social aims;

» should this capacity be located in the South East of England; and

= can Manston Airport relieve pressure on the UK airport network and
meet the requirements of a NSIP?

The report contains four volumes, considering demand in the South East
of the UK (Volume I), then a qualitative study of potential demand
(Volume II), leading to the forecast (Volume III) and finally considering
the economic and social impacts of airport operations (Volume IV). The
forecast is replicated in the ES.

The ExA’s IAPIs prepared in accordance with s88 of the PA2008 and Rule
5 of EPR was published with the Rule 6 letter [PD-005] and amended in
the Rule 8 letter [PD-006] following discussion at the PM. The ExA had
regard to the application documents and the RRs received in formulating
this list. The Rule 6 letter made it clear that the list was not a
comprehensive or exhaustive one and that regard would be had to all
important and relevant matters in reaching a recommendation after the
conclusion of the Examination. One of the main topic headings in this
letter was that of Need. The Rule 6 and Rule 8 letters identified four non-
exclusive sub-headings for this issue:

i. National and regional airports and air transport policy and guidance;
ii. UK airport air cargo capacity and forecasts, including locational
demands and cargo types/ markets;
iii. the need for any airport development to take place at Manston; and
iv. competition with, and possible displacement from, other UK airports.

An ISH considering need was held on Thursday 21 March (ISH2) [EV-
013, EV-014 to EV-014c]. The agenda for ISH2 considered a range of
issues within the overall umbrella of need, including policy, forecasts and
freight types / patterns, existing and future capacity and constraints in
the South East and wider UK airports and locational factors. Such issues
drew on various questions contained in the ExQ1 [PD-007] and various
questions within the ExQ2 [PD-010b], ExQ3 [PD-014] and ExQ4 [PD-
020] questions followed on from the similar themes.

Within the overall ISH2 agenda the issues were broken down further, as
follows:

= Policy.
» Forecasts and freight types / patterns, including:

o The methodology and approach taken during the calculation of the
forecasts, the breakdown of forecasts and expected business types
and areas;

o potential operators/ airlines, including integrator uses;

DfT forecasts;

o the various reports of York Aviation [APP-085], Avia Solutions
[REP3-025, Appendix 4], Altitude Aviation [REP3-025, Appendix 5]
and Northpoint Aviation [REP4-031];

o
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o differences between the Applicant’s forecast and historical
performance, including reasons for any differences

o any other forecasts;

o the differences between ‘bellyhold” and ‘pure’ freight (including the
role of integrators3® and their facilities) in the UK market and
differences and reasons between this split and those in the rest of
Europe, as well as the requirements and trend of the air freight
industry with regard to mode, operations, time, night flights, and
services;

o the differences between road and air freight and the
interrelationship and synergy between the two; and

o the view of TDC and others over the viability of an airport with
regards to likely usage.

» Existing and future capacity and constraints in the South East and
wider UK airports (including references to known capacity increases at
UK airports, constructed or consented and the potential or otherwise
for permitted development rights to be used at such airports), in
relation to:

o Freight capacity and constraints at London Heathrow, including
any effects of a possible 3™ runway;

o freight capacity and constraints at London Stansted Airport;

freight capacity and constraints at other South East Airports;

o freight capacity and constraints at East Midlands Airport (EMA);
and

o freight capacity and constraints for European Airports

o

» Locational factors, including:

o Those relating to Manston Airport and other airports, notably
London Stansted and EMA but also other airports in the South
East, as well as issues relating to northern European airports; and

o consideration of routes between various airports and London and
the South East, including the assertions given concerning road
capacities and travel times.

5.2.7. The Applicant’s Overall Summary of Need Case [REP11-013] is
categorised into the following sections: Introduction; Policy; Capacity
constraints in the South East; Trucking; Dedicated Freighters; Modern
airport (e-commerce); Summary.

Issues arising in Local Impact Reports and Written
Representations

5.2.8. LIRs were submitted by CCC [REP3-246], DDC [REP3-227], KCC [REP3-
143] and TDC [REP3-010].

Thanet District Council

30 Integrators, such as DHL or UPS, are cargo transporters who use their own
equipment (such as aircraft and trucks) to provide a door to door service for
delivery of freight
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5.2.9.

5.2.10.

5.2.11.

5.2.12.

5.2.13.

5.2.14.

5.2.15.

5.2.16.

TDC do not make any specific comments over the need for the Proposed
Development in its local LIR. However, of some relevance to this section
are comments made concerning the previous actions of the Council in
relation to the site. Comments are also made detailing some of the
history of the site. There are considered in more detail under ‘Historical
Performance’, below.

The LIR states that TDC explored the possibility of using a Compulsory
Purchase Order (CPO) to buy the airport in 2014, and then to sell
immediately onto a private sector investor willing to use the site as a
commercial airport. A month-long search yielded a small number of
interested parties but further scrutiny indicated that none provided the
Council with sufficient confidence that it would be indemnified were it to
exercise its CPO rights.

This resulted in the Council reaching an initial conclusion in December
2014 that it was unable to find a CPO Indemnity Partner. At the request
of RiverOak Investment Corporation (one of the previously interested
parties), in May 2015 the Council started a review of this decision and in
October 2015 reached the same conclusion.

At the start of 2016 TDC launched a further search for a CPO Indemnity
Partner, but this again proved unsuccessful. TDC note that since the MoD
sold Manston Airport in 1998, three separate private sector investors
have attempted to develop the airport as a viable commercial
undertaking. These ventures have all been unsuccessful and have
incurred substantial losses in the process. TDC state that they have
undertaken extensive exercises to find new investors prepared to re-
open the airport but has failed to identify an appropriate party.

However, the Applicant did emerge from this process. TDC note that the
Applicant has been critical of previous owners, considering that they were
not sufficiently active in seeking to develop and market Manston as a
freight airport.

Other LIRs

The discrete LIRs provided by KCC, DDC and CCC do not refer to the
need for the Proposed Development.

Written representations

York Aviation were employed by SHP, the majority landowners of the site
during the Examination, and various reports and evidence of York
Aviation concerned matters of need, submitted at deadlines throughout
the Examination [including REP3-025, REP3-303, REP4-065, REP4-067,
REP5-028, REP5-032, REP6-055, REP7-014, REP7a-044, REP8-035,
REP9-129]. An issue raised by York Aviation [REP3-025, Appendix 4] and
in subsequent representations not contained within the above list was the
passenger forecasts supplied by the Applicant.

A local interest group, No Night Flights (NNF), submitted various
comments relating to need [including REP3-275, REP4-056, REP6-049,
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5.2.17.

5.3.
5.3.1,

5.3.2.

5.4.

5.4.1.

REP7a-038] and other comments relating to the subject of need were
received from a wide variety of IPs, both in WRs and RRs. Such
comments and evidence related to issues contained in the above list and
did not raise wider matters. Where necessary such matters raised are
covered in the findings section, below.

Some comments from IPs [RR-0162, RR-1939, REP1-028, REP3-253]
were received on the subject of General Aviation (GA), stating their
support for the re-opening of Manston for GA, including flight training
and noting that some GA companies had moved to other airports since
the closure of Manston previously. Such comments also showed a desire
to move back to Manston should the airport re-open.

SECTION STRUCTURE

This section of the report uses largely the same issues as outlined at
ISH2, ordering them in a similar way to the Azimuth Report’s three
questions and the Applicant’s summary of case, and adding issues from
ISH2 and IPs as follows:

Introduction;

Policy;

Capacity;

Demand and forecasts (including trucking, dedicated freighters, e-
commerce and other types of freight);

= Locational factors (including historical performance);

= Passenger forecasts; and

= Conclusion.

The introduction describes different types of freight and considers briefly
the historical performance of Manston.

FINDINGS

Introduction
Types of freight

Air freight can be carried as ‘bellyhold’, that is in the hold of passenger
aircraft, or in dedicated freighters (often referred to as ‘pure’ freight).
The Azimuth Report [APP-085] notes that globally around 56% of all air
freight is carried in dedicated freighters (measured in revenue tonne-
kilometres) but that only 22 to 30% of UK air freight is carried in such
aircraft (measured in weight), with the remainder as bellyhold freight.
The Applicant’s answer to question ND.1.13 states that 30% of air freight
is carried in dedicated freighters and 70% carried as bellyhold. This will
be considered further below.
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5.4.2.

5.4.3.

5.4.4.

5.4.5.

5.4.6.

The Azimuth Report [APP-085] describes two approaches to segmenting
air freight, via Boeing3!' and Gardiner and Ison32. Boeing categorise air
freight into three main categories of scheduled freight, charter freight,
and mail, with Gardiner and Ison segmenting air freight into belly freight,
express freight and heavy freight. Other categories noted are general air
cargo, express freight / perishables, specialist or niche cargo and mail.

In March 2010 Steer Davies Gleave published a report entitled Air Freight
- Economic and Environmental Drivers and Impacts3? (the Steer
Report). This report was undertaken on behalf of the DfT and aimed to
consolidate and develop the Department’s understanding in three areas:
The structure of the UK air freight market and drivers of behaviour; the
economic value to the UK of air freight services; and the environmental
impacts of air freight, with a focus on CO2. This report divides air freight
into four separate sub-markets: General air cargo; express freight;
specialist / niche cargo; and mail. In answer to the ExA’s written
question ND.4.3 [REP9-006] the Applicant agreed with this description of
the overall air freight market, with the addition of ‘new integrators’.

Integrated carriers provide an integrated ‘door to door’ service, often

using their own road transport, freight handling and warehousing and
aircraft. New integrators in this context refers to electronic commerce
(e-commerce) retailers and distributors, such as Amazon and Alibaba.

General air cargo forms the majority of air freight being shipped to and
from the UK. CAA figures provided within the Steer Report (Figure 5.1)
show that general cargo provides 65% of total UK air freight, with
express freight at 18%, specialist / niche at 10% and mail 7%. Express
freight, as its name suggests, is time critical and is employed when the
need to deliver a consignment by a certain time if particularly important.
This market is dominated by four main integrators: DHL; Fed-Ex; TNT;
and UPS. Specialist / niche cargo is cargo which has a set of specific
needs which cannot be met by a general air cargo solution, with
examples such as perishables, dangerous goods and live animals.

At ISH2 [EV-013, EV-014 to EV-014c] and implied in answer to the ExA’s
written question ND.2.12 [REP6-012], the Applicant stated that express
freight integrators would not be targeted by the Proposed Development
and did not factor in their forecasts (Volume III of the Azimuth Report
[APP-085]). Instead, the Applicant aims to attract new integrators as

31 Boeing (2014), World Air Cargo Forecast 2014-2015. Available at
http://www.boeing.com/resources/boeingdotcom/commercial/about-ourmarket/
cargo-market-detail-wacf/download-report/assets/pdfs/wacf.pdf

32 Gardiner, J. and Ison, S. (2007), Literature Review on Air Freight Growth.
Loughborough University: UK

33 Steer Davies Gleave (2010), Air Freight: Economic and Environmental Drivers
and Impacts. Prepared for the Department for Transport. Available at
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20120606174609/http://www.dft.go
v.uk/ publications/air-freight-eonomic-and-environmental-drivers/
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5.4.7.

5.4.8.

5.4.9.

5.4.10.

referred to above, such as Amazon and Alibaba, alongside general and
niche freight.

The Applicant’s answers to the ExA’s written question ND.1.40 and
ND.2.32 [REP3-195, REP6-012] confirmed that due to proposed night
flight restrictions3* the Proposed Development would not seek to carry
mail, although this was somewhat qualified in answer to subsequent
written question ND.3.11 [REP7a-002], where the Applicant states that
mail may be carried in amongst other freight. However, such usage for
the purposes of this report, were it to occur would fall within general air
cargo categorisation.

Given the above, the EXA considers it useful to use the Steer Report’s
categorisation of air freight types with the replacement of express freight
with new integrators and the omission of mail to provide a useful basis in
the remainder of this chapter to aid consideration of demand, forecasts,
capacity and locational factors relating to the air freight element of the
Proposed Development. Therefore, this report will consider air freight in
terms of general air cargo, new integrators and specialist / niche cargo in
the following sections.

Historical performance

As stated above, TDC in its LIR [REP3-010] detail some of the historical
performance of the airport. In common with many UK airports, Manston
commenced life as a military airport, playing an important role during the
Second World War and carrying on as an air force base after the war,
with civilian operations permitted. In 1998, the MoD sold the site to the
Wiggins Group plc, which strove to build up commercial operations,
including investment in an airline (EUjet) to provide passenger services.
However, the airline ceased operations in July 2005 and the parent group
(renamed Planestation), went into administration. In August 2005 Infratil
Limited acquired Manston Airport from the administrators and continued
commercial air transport operations. In each year that Infratil owned
Manston it incurred losses of more than £3 million a year and wrote off
the purchase price of £17 million. Infratil sold the airport in November to
December 2013 for the notional price of £1 to Manston Skyport Limited,
but the airport closed for operations on 15 May 201435,

After Wiggins Group plc took over the airport Manston saw an increase in
freight traffic. This grew to circa 30,000 tonnes per annum, although the

34 During the Examination the Applicant’s position in relation to night flights
changed. Its overall summary of its case [REP11-014] states “Taking account of
the representations that have been received...the Applicant has proposed a
range of measures to mitigate the impacts of noise. Those measures include,
amongst other things: a. A ban on aircraft between 11pm and 6am, other than
late arrivals, emergency and humanitarian flights” and “A ban on night-time
flights (i.e. effectively between 0600 and 0700) of aircraft with a quota count of
4 or higher."”

35 Commercial Viability of Manston Airport, AviaSolutions FINAL Report for
Thanet District Council, September 2016 (submitted by various parties, including
[REP3-046, REP3-276])
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5.4.11.

5.5.

5.5.1.

AviaSolutions Report for TDC states “the passenger element of the
business stagnated” [REP3-276]. After Wiggins Group plc invested in
EUjet, the airport saw rapid growth in passengers increasing to 200,000
in 2004. Through the ownership of Infratil and Manston Skyport, freight
volumes were maintained at circa 30,000 tonnes per annum. Passenger
volumes increased with the introduction of Flybe in 2010 but fell back as
the routes were withdrawn. KLM began operations from the airport in
2013 but were also withdrawn due to the announcement of the airport’s
closure [REP3-276].

While under private ownership the airport averaged 30,500 passengers
and 25,000 tonnes of freight per annum, with the peak being 207,000
passengers in 2005 and 43,000 tonnes of freight in 2003. The diagram
below, taken from the Avia Solutions Report for TDC [REP3-276] usefully
demonstrates the actual levels of traffic at Manston Airport from 1990 to
2014.

Passenger & Freight Traffic at Manston Airport 1990-2014
Source: CAA
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Airports NPS and the Airports Commission

The ANPS followed the outcomes of the independent Airports Commission
(AC). The AC was set up to find an effective and deliverable solution to
increase aviation capacity in the South East and to make
recommendations to allow the UK to maintain its position as Europe’s
most important aviation hub. The Applicant notes in the ES [APP-033]
that the AC looked at the potential to redistribute demand away from
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5.5.2.

5.5.3.

5.5.4.

5.5.5.

airports in London and the South East, but that there was relatively little
scope for redistribution but that it did recognise that regional airports
and those serving London and the South East, other than Gatwick and
Heathrow, play a crucial national role. The Applicant also notes [APP-033,
paragraph 4.25 to 4.46] that the AC interim report, dating from
December 2013, states that Manston Airport presents some potential as
a reliever airport, but does not address the larger question of London and
South East capacity, and that the report states that the AC is supportive
of the reliever airports concept. The final report from the AC does not
specifically refer to Manston.

Section 3.2 of this Recommendation Report confirms that the ANPS does
not have effect in relation to an application for development consent for
an airport development not comprised in an application relating to the
Northwest Runway at Heathrow and associated proposals for new and
reconfigured terminal capacity, but that the contents of the ANPS will be
both important and relevant consideration in the determination of such
an application, particularly where it relates to London or the South East
of England.

As stated above, in direct relation to the need for the Proposed
Development are the findings in the ANPS as to the need for new airport
capacity and that the preferred scheme [Heathrow] is “the most
appropriate means of meeting that need”. Paragraph 1.42 of the ANPS
states that “in light of the findings of the Airports Commission on the
need for more intensive use of existing infrastructure [...] the
Government accepts that it may well be possible for existing airports to
demonstrate sufficient need for their proposals, additional to (or different
from) the need which is met by the provision of a Northwest Runway at
Heathrow.”, and paragraph 1.39 states that “the Government has
confirmed that it is supportive of airports beyond Heathrow making best
use of their existing runways”.

Chapter 2 of the ANPS sets out the Government’s underlying policy and
evidence on the need to expand airport capacity in the South East of
England, and states that “international connectivity, underpinned by
strong airports and airlines, is important to the success of the UK
economy”, and that “it is essential to allow domestic and foreign
companies to access existing and new markets, and to help deliver trade
and investment, linking to valuable international markets and ensuring
that the UK is open for business”, noting airports are the primary
gateway for vital time-sensitive freight services. The chapter notes that
air freight is important to the UK economy, and that although only a
small proportion of UK trade by weight is carried by air, it is particularly
important for supporting export-led growth in sectors where goods are of
high value or time critical.

In the context of the need for new airport capacity, Chapter 2 of the
ANPS also states that capacity constraints in the UK’s aviation sector
create negative impacts on the UK through erosion of the UK’s hub status
relative to foreign competitors and constraining the scope of the aviation
sector to deliver wider economic benefits.
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5.5.6.

5.5.7.

5.5.8.

5.5.9.

5.5.10.

Chapter 3 of the ANPS sets out why the Government has stated its
preference for the Northwest Runway at Heathrow. In identifying this as
the preferred scheme, the ANPS states that a wide range of factors has
been taken into account including international connectivity and strategic
benefits including freight. It states expansion at Heathrow Airport will
mean it will continue to attract a growing number of transfer passengers,
providing the added demand to make more routes viable. In particular,
this is expected to lead to more long-haul flights and connections to fast-
growing economies, helping to secure the UK’s status as a global aviation
hub, and enabling it to play a crucial role in the global economy.

Chapter 3 of the ANPS goes on to state that the aviation sector can also
boost the wider economy by providing more opportunities for trade
through air freight. The time-sensitive air freight industry, and those
industries that use air freight, benefit from greater quantity and
frequency of services, especially long haul. By providing more space for
cargo, lowering costs, and by the greater frequency of services, this
should in turn provide a boost to trade and gross domestic product (GDP)
benefits, and that:

“...expansion at Heathrow Airport delivers the biggest boost in long haul
flights, and the greatest benefit therefore to air freight.”

and that this would be

“...further facilitated by the existing and proposed airport development of
freight facilities as part of the Northwest Runway scheme.” (ANPS,
paragraph 3.24).

Aviation Policy Framework

Paragraph 1.38 of the ANPS states that the document sets out
Government policy on expanding airport capacity in the South East of
England, in particular by developing the Northwest Runway at Heathrow
Airport, and that it does not affect Government policy on wider aviation
issues, for which the 2013 Aviation Policy Framework (the APF) and
subsequent policy statements still apply.

With regards to need, the APF states that the Government believes that
aviation infrastructure plays an important role in contributing to
economic growth through the connectivity it helps deliver, including
through air freight operations.

Paragraph 1.6 states that:

“Although air freight carries a small proportion of UK trade by weight, it
is particularly important for supporting export-led growth in sectors
where the goods are of high value or time critical. Air freight is a key
element of the supply chain in the advanced manufacturing sector in
which the UK is looking to build competitive strength.”
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5.5.11.

5.5.12.

5.5.13.

5.5.14.

5.5.15.

5.5.16.

and notes that in 2011 goods worth £116 billion were shipped by air
between the UK and non-EU countries, representing 35% of the UK’s
extra-EU trade by value.

The APF states that the express air freight sector alone contributed £2.3
billion to UK GDP in 2010 and facilitates £11 billion of UK exports a year.
Over 38,000 people are directly employed in the express industry, which
supports more than 43,000 jobs in other sectors of the economy
(paragraph 1.7).

Paragraph 1.8 of the APF states that a successful and diverse economy
will drive a need for quicker air freight. Key components to keep factories
working are often brought in from specialist companies in North America
and the Far East. To keep production lines rolling this often has to be
done at short notice. Access to such services is crucial to keeping UK
manufacturing competitive in the global marketplace.

The APF also notes the importance of business and GA (paragraph 1.12);
the size of the aerospace manufacturing industry in the UK, including
maintenance (paragraphs 1.9 to 1.10); the contribution of aviation to
greater productivity and growth (paragraphs 1.13 to 1.14); air travel and
inbound tourism, and the benefits of travel as a wider social benefit, for
example to visit friends and relatives and experience different cultures
(paragraphs 1.17 to 1.19). In relation to tourism the APF notes that the
‘tourism deficit’ question is a complex one and that the evidence
available does not show that a decrease in the number of UK residents
flying abroad for their holidays would have an overall benefit for the UK
economy.

In addition to the above the Applicant points out [REP5-024] that
paragraph 1.22 states that many airports act as focal points for business
development and employment by providing rapid delivery of products by
air and convenient access to international airports and that the
Government wishes to see the best use of existing airport capacity
(paragraph 1.24).

Emerging aviation policy

The government is developing a new aviation strategy. This was
consulted upon initially in July 2017, leading to the production of a ‘next
steps document’ (Beyond the Horizon3®) in April 2018 and a subsequent
Aviation 2050 green paper3” consultation running from December 2018
to June 2019.

The Applicant notes that the initial consultation document states that
“The Government agrees with the Airports Commission’s
recommendation that there is a requirement for more intensive use of
existing airport capacity and is minded to be supportive of all airports

36 Beyond the horizon: The future of UK aviation. Next steps towards an Aviation
Strategy, HM Government, April 2018.
37 Aviation 2050 The future of UK aviation, HM Government, December 2018.
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5.5.17.

5.5.18.

5.5.19.

who wish to make best use of their existing runways including those in
the South East” [APP-033] and further notes in its Overall Summary of
Need Case [REP11-013] that the Beyond the Horizon document states
that air freight plays a crucial role in the sector and is currently
flourishing, stating that the strategy will establish our approach to place
the UK at the forefront of air freight technology and facilitation processes

The Applicant also notes [REP5-024] that this document recognises the
crucial role that air freight plays in the economy, especially high-end
manufacturing, engineering, pharmaceuticals, retailing and automotive
sectors and notes the value of air freight per tonne as being much
greater than other modes of freight, due to the nature of the goods
transported. They also note that the document states that the UK’s
airport and airspace capacity is constrained, with the situation
particularly acute in the South East of England where increases in
capacity have been achieved through higher utilisation of existing
runways and airspace.

The Aviation 2050 Green Paper consultation states that the Government
has been clear about the importance of aviation to the whole of the UK,
noting that aviation creates jobs across the UK, encourages the economy
to grow, connects the UK with the rest of the world as a dynamic trading
nation and maintains international, social and family ties (paragraph
1.2). This paragraph states that “this is why the government supports
the growth of aviation, provided that this is done in a sustainable way
and balances growth with the need to address environmental impacts.”

Paragraph 1.19 states that there were:

“...record quantities of freight handled by UK airports in 2017,
highlighting the growing importance of aviation to the transport of
freight, noting that globally, air freight grew more than twice as fast as
overall global trade during 2017 and that the “changing nature of the
goods and services we trade means that aviation freight is becoming
increasingly significant to the economy, transporting high value, high
tech products, medicines and just in time deliveries”

leading paragraph 1.20 to state that:

“...this highlights the need for further capacity — delivered sustainably
and in a way that benefits the whole country.”

and that:

“...this is why the government is supportive of the development of a third
runway at Heathrow Airport, which could deliver up to £74 billion worth
of benefits to passengers and the wider economy”, and that the
Government is also supportive of airports throughout the UK making the
best use of their exiting runways, subject to environmental issues being
addressed.” (paragraph 1.21)
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5.5.20.

5.5.21.

5.5.22.

5.5.23.

5.5.24.

Various policy papers were published in June 2018, including reports on
GA38, consumer information3?, UK airport connectivity alongside wider
economic and airline competition impacts*, sustainable growth and
airspace*, sustainable growth and carbon#?, sustainable growth and
aircraft noise*?, business passengers*, and making the best use of
existing runways at airports beyond Heathrow?.

The latter policy paper states that the Government is supportive of
airports beyond Heathrow making best use of their existing runways.
However, the paper recognises that the development of airports can have
negative as well as positive local impacts, including on noise levels.
Freight or cargo flights are not mentioned within this paper, although
passenger flights and air traffic movements (ATMs) are (paragraph 1.26).

At the time that the Examination of this application closed, the
Government had not published its response to the Aviation 2050 Green
Paper consultation.

National Planning Policy Framework

The NPPF states that planning policies [development plans] should
provide for any large-scale transport infrastructure facilities that need to
be located in the area (including airports) and recognise the importance
of maintaining a national network of GA airfields (paragraph 104). The
Framework notes that the purpose of the planning system is to
contribute to the achievement of sustainable development, with at a very
high level the objective of sustainable development summarised as
meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs.

Policy discussion

Various discussions took place during the Examination over the extent to
which the AC and the ANPS took account of freight, with the Applicant
stating that it was only at stage 2 of the AC’s work which “focused on a

38 Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/aviation-2050-the-
future-of-uk-aviation-consultation-general-aviation-reports

39 Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/aviation-2050-the-
future-of-uk-aviation-consultation-consumers-reports

40 Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/aviation-2050-the-
future-of-uk-aviation-consultation-competitive-markets-reports

41 Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/aviation-2050-the-
future-of-uk-aviation-consultation-sustainable-growth-airspace-reports

42 Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/aviation-2050-the-
future-of-uk-aviation-consultation-sustainable-growth-carbon-reports

43 Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/aviation-2050-the-
future-of-uk-aviation-consultation-sustainable-growth-noise-reports

44 Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/aviation-2050-the-
future-of-uk-aviation-consultation-global-and-connected-britain-report

45 Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/aviation-strategy-
making-best-use-of-existing-runways
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5.5.25.

5.5.26.

5.5.27.

5.5.28.

5.6.

5.6.1.

detailed appraisal of 3-4 short listed option for new runways” that air
freight became a material consideration for the AC and that:

“the Government did not have a modelling tool capable of forecasting the
scale and distribution of future growth in air freight, under the strategic
options it was examining for South East Airport Capacity” [REP3-195,
ND.1.1].

The Applicant acknowledged however that there is:

“significant evidence from the Commission’s final report and supporting
Business Case annexes published in June 2015 that air freight capability
was an important differentiator between the Heathrow and Gatwick
runway options. The ability of the preferred Heathrow option to
substantially increase air freight capacity within the South East airport
system was also mentioned as a material consideration in the
Government’s support for that scheme as reflected subsequently in the
NPS"” [REP3-195, ND.1.1]

It is clear, as stated above, that that the ANPS does not have effect in
relation to an application for development consent for an airport
development not comprised in an application relating to the Northwest
Runway at Heathrow but that the contents of the ANPS will be both
important and relevant consideration in the determination of the
Proposed Development, particularly as it is located in the South East of
England.

The EXA considers that it is clear that freight was considered within the
ANPS, with in particular noting comments relating to the proposed
expansion at Heathrow Airport delivering the biggest boost in long haul
flights, and the greatest benefit therefore to air freight, further facilitated
by the existing and proposed airport development of freight facilities as
part of the scheme.

Aside from this, the EXA note and recognise that a common theme
running through Government aviation policy from the APF in 2013,
through the work of the AC, the ANPS and through to the latest
consultation documents is the Government’s view that airports should
make the best use of their existing capacity and runways, subject to
environmental issues being addressed.

ISSUES IN THE EXAMINATION
Capacity

The ANPS states that London Heathrow is operating at capacity today,
Gatwick is operating at capacity at peak times and that the whole London
airports system is forecast to be full by the mid-2030s, and notes that,
with very limited capability for London’s major airports, London is
beginning to find that new routes to important long haul destinations are
being set up elsewhere in Europe, having an adverse impact on the UK
economy and affecting the country’s global competitiveness (paragraph
1.2).
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5.6.2.

5.6.3.

5.6.4.

5.6.5.

5.6.6.

5.6.7.

5.6.8.

5.6.9.

Such background led to the setting up of the AC and the ANPS itself
concluding that there is clear and strong evidence that there is a need to
increase capacity in the South East of England by 2030 by constructing
one new runway, with the preferred scheme to meet this need being the
Northwest Runway at Heathrow.

The Applicant’s Summary of Need Case [REP11-013] notes that the AC
states that London Airports facilitate 76% of the UK's air freight and that
all London Airports will be at capacity by 2030.

Altitude Aviation for SHP [REP3-025, Appendix 5] considers however that
there is no overall shortage in UK airport capacity for dedicated freighter
operations. It considers that both of the two largest freighter hubs, EMA
and Stansted, can accommodate significantly more freighter services
than they currently operate.

London Heathrow

The ANPS states that Heathrow is the best placed to meet the need for
additional capacity in the South East by providing the biggest boost to
the UK's international connectivity. Paragraph 3.20 of the ANPS
estimates that a new Northwest Runway at Heathrow by 2040 would
result in 113,000 additional flights a year across the UK as a whole
(including 43,000 long haul), 28 million additional passengers a year and
a doubling of freight capacity at the airport (paragraph 3.73)

Heathrow is by far the most significant airport for air freight in the UK,
with 63% of UK air freight volumes, the vast majority of which is carried
in the bellyhold of passenger aircraft (Steer Report, 2008 figures). In
2017 Heathrow carried nearly 1.7m tonnes of air freight, 83% of the
total air freight for the South East airports, and the Applicant notes that
Heathrow’s proposals to Government (for a third runway) include a
commitment to provide a freight capacity at the airport of up to 3 million
tonnes per annum [REP3-195, response to ND.1.19].

London Heathrow consulted on their proposed masterplan for expansion
from 18 June 2019 until 13 September 2019. This proposes the new
runway to open in approximately 2026. An application for development
consent is expected to be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate in
2020.

The third runway would clearly add to capacity substantially at Heathrow.
The Applicant is of the view that it is difficult to say what the balance of
Low-Cost Carriers (LCCs) and traditional airlines using the third runway
would be [REP3-195, response to ND.1.19]. This is fundamental to
freight, as LCCs do not generally carry bellyhold freight and traditional
carriers do. It is also of the view that the runway would likely handle one
long haul flight to two short haul ones, noting that the majority of freight
at Heathrow is on long haul flights [REP3-195, response to ND.1.19].

In this respect the EXA notes that the ANPS states in paragraph 3.18 that
expansion at Heathrow will lead to more long-haul flights and
connections to fast growing economies, helping to secure the UK'’s status
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5.6.10.

5.6.11.

5.6.12.

5.6.13.

5.6.14.

as a global aviation hub, and enabling it to play a crucial role in the
global economy. The ANPS notes that the Government estimates that a
new runway at Heathrow would result in an additional 43,000 long haul
flights. Paragraph 3.23 notes that, by providing more space for cargo,
lowering costs and by the greater frequency of services, air freight would
provide a boost to trade and GDP benefits.

Discussion through written questions in the Examination considered how
Heathrow would be able to accommodate the projected 3m tonnes of air
freight a year within the confines of the site, with the Applicant
considering [REP7a-002, response to ND.3.21; REP9-006, response to
ND.4.25] that it may necessitate Terminal 4 being removed or re-
configured. It appears however from the latest evidence received by the
EXA from SHP [REP9-134] that the Heathrow Airport:

“Preferred Master Plan Report (Figures 5.2.11 and 5.2.12) illustrates
clearly where additional cargo facilities are to be provided to
accommodate the doubling of cargo throughput expected by Government
as a consequence of the additional flights facilitated by the third runway.
These do not [...] involve the closure and demolition of Terminal 4.” (York
Aviation Supplementary Note, paragraph 18)

The Applicant provides a review of Heathrow’s destinations and airlines
[REP6-014, Appendix ND.2.15] showing that five of 12 sovereign states
in South America are served by direct flights from Heathrow and detailing
limitations in destinations in south and east Asia. However, while noting
this information, it seems likely that such markets would more likely be
served by routes from the Northwest Runway at Heathrow, should
demand exist.

Heathrow is the dominant airport in the UK for air freight by weight; the
ANPS notes that the freight handling operation at Heathrow Airport is
around 20 times larger by tonnage than that at Gatwick Airport, and
accounts for 34% of the UK’s non-EU trade by value — around 170 times
more than Gatwick Airport (paragraph 3.24). The proposed third runway
would build upon this, providing significant new opportunities for
bellyhold freight via new long-haul routes. The ExA also note that in the
absence of the third runway freight volumes at the airport continue to
grow [APP-085, paragraph 4.1.3], although clearly at such a busy and
constrained airport this will present technical and logistical challenges.

The Applicant is of the view that the third runway would not be open until
later than the 2026 date proposed by the operators of Heathrow, in the
time between 2027 and 2030 [REP4-031, EV-014 to EV-014c].

The Applicant also notes that the 3m tonnes of air freight may not be
fully achieved and would not be provided upon opening of the Northwest
Runway at Heathrow, with slots released gradually over a 15-year period
to beyond 2040, providing, together with their view on the possible
opening date of the runway, a ‘window of opportunity’ for Manston to
mature in to.
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5.6.15.

5.6.16.

5.6.17.

5.6.18.

5.6.19.

5.6.20.

This window of opportunity is considered further below but the EXA note
at this juncture that 3m tonnes of air freight is a very substantial uplift
from the almost 1.7m tonnes carried in 2017 and that Quod on behalf of
SHP, who are working on the Heathrow scheme consider that 2026 for
the opening of the possible third runway is realistic [REP5-029].

London Stansted

London Stansted is currently subject to planning conditions which restrict
the airport to 35 million passengers per annum (mppa) and 274,000 air
movements, including 20,500 air cargo movements. Formal agreement
has been reached with the LPA, Uttlesford District Council, to raise these
figures to 44.5mppa and 285,000 movements respectively, although at
the close of the Examination full permission was yet to be granted as the
Section 106 Agreement was yet to be signed.

Stansted has a large operation for express freight / integrator traffic with
a base for Fed-Ex being sited at the airport, and an additional World
Cargo Centre. The Azimuth Report [APP-085] states that around 8% of
ATMs at Stansted are cargo-only flights which traditionally have used
night slots at the airport.

The Applicant considers that Manchester Airport Group (MAG), the
owners of Stansted, will want to maximise the use of their infrastructure
and that in their view this is likely to focus on the passenger market. The
Azimuth Report [APP-085] quotes the European Shippers Council in
considering that the battle between LCCs (such as Ryanair and EasyJlet)
and all cargo operators will be “central to the global debate over airport
capacity for the next decade”, with airports nearing capacity and
handling both LCCs and air freight (as Stansted does) the impact will be
to “pit the rival economic benefits of high-value cargo with its huge
economic importance as a wealth multiplier against leisure airlines
catering to populations which desire cheap and regular flights to global
destinations in services which often carry limited or no bellyhold cargo”.

The Applicant also notes the flexibility of LCCs to be able to move to
different airports should the service at their existing airport not be to
their liking; if for example freight flights are prioritised above their
movements [APP-085]. However, equally this can also apply to the
charges that LCCs would expect to pay and cargo operators may be a
more reliable source of income for airport operators.

In this regard evidence is forwarded [REP3-195, response to ND.1.18] of
cargo movements decreasing at Amsterdam Schiphol where an annual
quota of movements resulted in a reduction of full freighter movements
as regular passenger movements filled the quota. However, in this
context the EXA is not convinced that a comparison can be fully made
between London Stansted, a significantly sized but essentially a point to
point airport, and Amsterdam Schiphol an international hub airport
carrying some 71mppa and 1.7m tonnes of freight in 2018 [REP3-195,
response to ND1.26]
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5.6.21.

5.6.22.

5.6.23.

5.6.24.

5.6.25.

The Applicant also notes that passenger airlines focus on punctuality -
especially LCCs, and therefore considers that cargo flight timings are
likely to be impacted severely as Stansted airport will “prioritise serving
Ryanair”, and considers that this may already be happening at the airport
[APP-085].

The Applicant states in answer to question ND1.18 [REP3-195] that a
significant proportion of Stansted’s freight flights are at night, whereas
LCCs operate mainly during the day, although they note that in the
winter there are more freight flights during the day when there are less
passenger departures, and that in the summer cargo flight levels may be
being impacted upon due to three or four rotations of passenger flights to
mid-haul destinations, such as North Africa, Turkey and Greece.

In the same answer a graph is produced showing the utilisation of
Stansted’s runway. This shows that the runway is very busy in the hours
06:00 to 07:59 and also busy during other time periods, such as 12:00
to 12:59 and 17:00 to 18:59. Stansted is a 24-hour operation but has
restrictions on the numbers and types or aircraft that are allowed to
operate between the hours of 23:30 to 07:00 hours. These are based on
LMax noise limits and quota counts (QC)(based on the noise of aircraft),
with aircraft rated QC4 or above not allowed to be scheduled to take off
or land during the night period (23:30 to 06:00) and QC8 and QC16
aircraft banned between 23:00 to 07:00. A movement limit for the night
time period applies of 8,100 for the summer and 5,600 for the winter and
a quota limit of 4,650 for the summer and 3,310 for the winter [REP6-
012, response to ND.2.20]. Nevertheless, even with such restrictions,
24-hour operations are allowed and the graph / bar chart also shows
substantial degree of capacity remaining in the hours 00:00 to 04:59 and
a fair amount of capacity in the late evening and around 08:00 to 10:59.

The Applicant also notes that spare capacity in terms of space needs to
be allocated to passenger services or to increasing freight handling and
warehousing. York Aviation draw attention [REP4-065] to the World
Cargo Centre at Stansted, a facility of some 55,000m? of warehousing
and offices with nine associated stands. They note that Stansted has
dedicated freight stands and that therefore these do not conflict with
passenger stands.

The Applicant considers that, as cargo movements were down 6.4%
between 2017 and 2018 while passenger movements increased by 7.2%,
this is a clear indication of the airport’s strategic choice of passengers
over freight. However, evidence from SHP [REP5-029] states that the
planning application to raise the cap at Stansted forecasts a growth of
cargo tonnage to some 376,000 tonnes per year by 2028 from a level of
236,892 tonnes in 2017 [APP-085]. Such forecasts predict 16,000 cargo
movements a year (from 10,126 in 2017 [APP-085]) and an increasing
amount of bellyhold cargo alongside the predicted growth in passenger
numbers. York Aviation [REP5-029] consider that a capacity of some
400,000 tonnes of air cargo is attainable at Stansted in due course.

MANSTON AIRPORT: TR020002
REPORT TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT: 18 OCTOBER 2019 71


https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002459-7.4%20-%20Azimuth%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003366-RiverOak%20Strategic%20Partners%20-%20Response%20to%20the%20Examining%20Authority's%20Written%20Questions.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003954-Answers%20to%20SWQs.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003954-Answers%20to%20SWQs.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003643-Stone%20Hill%20Park%20-%20Annex%201%20-%20Appendix%201%20-%20York%20Aviation%20Commentary%20on%20Applicant's%20Responses%20to%20WQ's_Redacted.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003851-Annex%202%20-%20Summary%20of%20Oral%20Submissions%20to%20Need%20and%20Operations.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002459-7.4%20-%20Azimuth%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002459-7.4%20-%20Azimuth%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003851-Annex%202%20-%20Summary%20of%20Oral%20Submissions%20to%20Need%20and%20Operations.pdf

5.6.26.

5.6.27.

5.6.28.

5.6.29.

5.6.30.

The ExA considers, therefore, there is no clear evidence of the
Applicant’s view of Stansted airport’s strategic choice to prioritise
passengers over freight. MAG did not make any representations
to the Examination, and a quote from the CEO of Stansted in the
Azimuth Report [APP-085, paragraph 5.1.3] does not correspond
with the planning application to increase the cap on movements
at the airport to 285,000 and the freight levels at the airport
substantially. While therefore it is clear that Stansted is becoming
busier, and therefore potentially more constrained, in summary
from the evidence available to the ExA it appears that there
remains significant freight capacity which the airport operators
wish to fulfil. The ExA is also not convinced that a comparison can
be fully made between London Stansted, a significantly sized but
essentially a point to point airport, and Amsterdam Schiphol an
international hub airport.

Other South East airports

London Gatwick carried nearly 97,000 tonnes of freight in 2017, with the
vast majority of this being carried as bellyhold - just one dedicated
freighter movement was noted in this year [APP-085]. The Applicant
considers that this very limited experience means that Gatwick is not a
serious competitor in the freight market, although they also note that the
airport aims to carry 10 times the freight the airport currently carries.
The Applicant also considers that much of the bellyhold that the airport
currently carries is as a result of constraints at Heathrow and may move
back to Heathrow if and when a 3rd runway is constructed.

London Luton Airport handles around 28,000 tonnes of cargo per year
with 1,490 cargo movements in 2017 [APP-085]. The Applicant is of the
view that the airport focuses on passenger traffic and it would be
improbable for the airport to provide a hub for dedicated freighters.

Bournemouth airport handled no cargo aircraft movements in 2016 or
2017 [APP-085]. The Applicant notes that the airport attracted £40
million of government investment in 2016 but notes the logistical
difficulties in the route from the airport to the motorway network.

East Midlands Airport

EMA, owned by MAG, is a major integrator hub, hosting a large base for
DHL, as well as facilities for UPS and TNT, and a base for the Royal Mail.
Evidence submitted in the examination showed modern extensions to
DHL that the Applicant’s architects had worked upon [REP8-014].
Planning permission was granted in February 2018 for an extension to
the UPS facility at the airport [REP3-165, response to ND.1.15]. The
airport operates 24-hours a day and handled 21,286 freight movements
in 2017 [APP-085]. Figure 4 of the Azimuth Report [APP-085] shows the
location of businesses served by the integrators at the Airport, with
agglomerations clearly shown around various centres of population in the
UK - including the South East, the West Midlands, the North West, South
and West Yorkshire, the North East and the central belt in Scotland.

MANSTON AIRPORT: TR020002
REPORT TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT: 18 OCTOBER 2019 72


https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002459-7.4%20-%20Azimuth%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002459-7.4%20-%20Azimuth%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002459-7.4%20-%20Azimuth%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002459-7.4%20-%20Azimuth%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004259-ISH4%20Summary%20and%20associated%20appendices.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003029-James%20Hose-%20Written%20Representation.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002459-7.4%20-%20Azimuth%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002459-7.4%20-%20Azimuth%20Report.pdf

5.6.31.

5.6.32.

5.6.33.

5.6.34.

5.6.35.

The Applicant reports that EMA has an aspiration to carry one million
tonnes of air freight per annum but that increasing passenger numbers at
the airport may lead to conflicts between passenger and cargo traffic,
referring to Schiphol Airport. However, in 2018 EMA handled some
4.87mppa, significantly fewer than Schiphol. Based on such numbers it
appears that there remains ample capacity for cargo growth at EMA,
whether integrator or general freight, and the ExA note that the
Applicant accepts that there is significant growth potential at the airport
[REP4-031].

As an integrator base the express freight servers are often busy at night
time. The Applicant contends that there is ‘substantial circumstantial
evidence’ [REP7a-002, response to ND.3.6] that due to this there is likely
to be little if any scope for general cargo operators to stay overnight at
EMA, considering that the proposed construction of three new stands as
part of the UPS extension shows that space is at a premium overnight.
However, the evidence in relation to this question does not, in the view
of the ExA, demonstrate that there is ‘little if any scope’ for general cargo
operators to overnight at EMA. While stands may be expensive to
construct there seems no reason and no evidence to suggest that, should
the demand exist, such stands could not be constructed relatively
quickly. The new stands at UPS would seem to be being constructed to
be adjacent to the UPS facility as opposed to not being available
anywhere else on the airport site.

The Applicant is of the view that EMA is dominated by integrator traffic
and that the Proposed Development could attract general cargo
operators, acting in a complementary role to EMA [REP6-012, response
to ND.2.24]. However, further evidence submitted by the Applicant
[REP8-011, Appendix 3] includes a copy of the MAG Annual Report and
Accounts for year ending March 2018 which states that West Atlantic, a
‘major air cargo company’ had moved to the airport. In answer to
question ND.4.12 [REP9-006] the Applicant stated that West Atlantic
operates contract and ad hoc cargo worldwide, including specialisms and
supply and operating of airports to integrators and consolidators, and
acknowledges that it is the kind of operator that the Proposed
Development would be seeking to attract. The ExA considers therefore
that EMA does have significant spare capacity both for integrator
expansion and for general cargo, should the demand be there.

York Aviation [REP5-029, Annex 2] note that Amazon have operated
various flights from the airport with DHL and that a substantial
(500,000ft?) Amazon distribution warehouse opened in April 2019 at the
East Midlands Gateway*%, a substantial rail connected logistics hub
located just to the north of the airport, at the junction of the M1 / A50
and A/ M42.

The EXA also note that this development is noted in the ‘Beyond the
Horizon’ next steps document referred to above; paragraph 4.27 states

46 A Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project which received development
consent in 2016 (ref. TR0O50002)
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5.6.36.

5.6.37.

5.6.38.

5.6.39.

5.6.40.

5.6.41.

“...last year [...] ground was broken on Segro Logistics Park East Midlands
Gateway - a 700 acre facility which will link the airport with a major new
rail freight terminal as well as the M1.”

Other UK airports of relevance

Doncaster Sheffield Airport has a long runway (2893m) and has plans to
grow to 100,000 tonnes of air freight [REP7a-002, response to ND.3.16].

Birmingham Airport has a central location at the heart of the UK
motorway network and has a recently extended runway. The airport
handled nearly 34,000 tonnes of freight in 2018 and the Applicant
considers there is scope for growth in bellyhold capacity at this airport
[REP4-031], although this was not considered in depth during the
Examination.

Permitted Development Rights

Airports in England have substantial permitted development rights under
The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development)
(England) Order 2015. Class F, Part 8 of this Order allows for
development, including operational buildings to be constructed on
operational land in connection with the provision of services and facilities
at a relevant airport. An operational building means a building, other
than a hotel, required in connection with the movement or maintenance
of aircraft, or with the embarking, disembarking, loading, discharge or
transport of passengers, livestock or goods at a relevant airport, and
therefore covers cargo facilities. The construction or extension of a
runway or extension of a passenger terminal is not permitted by Class F
above a certain level, and should a development require an EIA then
permitted development rights would not apply.

Such rights are largely subject to the proviso that the airport operator
consults the LPA before carrying out such development. However the
form of such consultation is not defined, and neither is there any
necessity for the airport operator to act upon the results of any such
consultation.

Permitted development rights would not automatically apply to the
Proposed Development were consent to be granted as an airport has to
have had a certain annual turnover in at least two of three financial years
before applying for such rights*’.

Should demand, airport facilities and infrastructure and the business case
exist, it is therefore possible for English airports to construct cargo
facilities, including stands / apron and processing buildings at relatively
short notice and without subject to the same extent of development
control and management that a full planning application would require.

European airports

47 The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England)
Order 2015, Airports Act 1986
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5.6.42.

5.6.43.

5.6.44.

5.6.45.

5.6.46.

5.6.47.

Along with Heathrow, Frankfurt, Paris Charles de Gaulle and Amsterdam
Schiphol are the principal hub airports for Europe. The mainland hubs
form the points of the ‘golden triangle’ for logistics and air freight in
northern Europe, in which Liege Airport, a base largely for integrator
traffic sits in the middle. Other airports raised during the Examination
include Maastricht, Frankfurt Hahn, Brussels, Cologne, Leipzig and
Luxembourg [including REP7a-002].

The Applicant states [REP9-006, response to ND.4.1] that Maastricht,
Frankfurt Hahn and Liege do not appear to have sufficient passenger or
freight volumes to be likely to face a short or long term runway capacity
problem, with some capacity issues at Leipzig, Luxembourg and Cologne
and the busiest airports of Amsterdam, Paris, Frankfurt and Brussels
having high levels of utilisation.

Capacity summary

In some 16 years of private ownership, from its sale in 1998 to its
closure in 2014 Manston Airport averaged 30,500 passengers and 25,000
tonnes of freight per annum, with the peak being 207,000 passengers in
2005 and 43,000 tonnes of freight in 2003 [REP3-276]. The Azimuth
Report [APP-085] notes that in 2017 Heathrow handled 1,698,461 tonnes
of freight, EMA 319,609 tonnes (2016), and Stansted (2017) 236,892
tonnes. The Applicant acknowledges that Heathrow’s proposals for a third
runway includes a commitment to provide a freight capacity at the
airport of up to three million tonnes per annum [REP3-195], that EMA
has an aspiration to carry one million tonnes of air freight per annum
[REP4-031] and SHP [REP5-029] states that Stansted forecast a growth
of cargo tonnage to some 376,000 tonnes per year.

The dominance of Heathrow in the UK air cargo market is clear, with the
vast majority of this freight being carried in bellyhold (95% of the total
freight, APP-012], and EMA dominating the integrator market. There also
appears to be substantial capacity available at EMA, reasonable levels of
capacity still at Stansted, and potentially highly significant levels of
capacity at Heathrow if the third runway is constructed.

Demand and forecasts
Applicant forecasts

Volume I of the Azimuth Report [APP-085, paragraph 2.2.1] states that
the aviation sector is of vital importance to the UK, contributing £52
billion to UK GDP and supporting 961,000 jobs in 2015, with the total
value of tradable goods carried through UK airports exceeding £140
billion, and that the freighter fleet is set to increase by 70% over the
next 20 years while air cargo traffic more than doubles.

The Applicant notes that the UK imports more than it exports (1.3 million
tonnes vs. one million tonnes), [APP-085], with machinery and transport
equipment providing a large proportion of exports and imports being
more mixed.
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5.6.50.

The Azimuth Report [APP-085] states that in 2017 global cargo volumes

grew by 9.3%, with growth of 4.5% forecast for 2018. In Europe the

increase was 11.9% and in London total cargo tonnage increased by

8.8% with dedicated freighter tonnage up 5.5%. The report notes that

demand is increasing for air cargo for a number of reasons, including the
need to restock inventories quickly to meet demand (and associated
Just-in-Time systems); the need to transport perishable and time

sensitive items; overseas production facilities and global supply chains;

the growing importance of e-commerce; declining costs through
liberalisation and technological progress; and customer demand for rapid
delivery and return of products purchased online.

Table 1 in Volume III of the Azimuth Report [APP-085] summarises the

freight and passenger forecast for the Proposed Development,

reproduced below.

Table 1 Summary 20 year freight and passenger forecast

0
5,252
5,804
9,700
9,936

10,144
10,872
11,184
11,392
11,600
12,064
12,547
13,048
13,570
14,113
14,678
15,265
15,875
16,510
17,171

0

0
4,932
5,024
5,064
6,702
6,754
6,754
6,754
6,754
6,966
7,186
7,416
7,654
7,902
8,160
8,428
8,707
8,997
9,298

0
5,252
10,736
14,724
15,000
16,846
17,626
17,938
18,146
18,354
19,030
19,733
20,464
21,224
22,015
22,837
23,693
24,582
25,507
26,469

0
39,865
47,335
76,326
81,455
85,832
92,357
96,979
98,585

102,609
107,592
114,034
118,691
125,949
133,064
140,889
146,524
156,271
162,522
171,949

0
56,687
61,218
90,765
92,286
95,604

100,551
103,694
104,660
109,742
114,785
120,473
1251500
131,039
137,515
143,015
150,070
156,073
162,316
168,809

0
96,553
108,553
167,092
173,741
181,436
192,908
200,673
203,245
212,351
222,377
234,508
244,690
256,989
270,579
283,904
296,594
312,344
324,838
340,758

0

0

662,768
679,868
686,672
965,295
975,591
975,591
975,591
975,591
1,011,587
1,049,022
1,087,954
1,128,444
1,170,553
1,214,347
1,259,892
1,307,259
1,356,521
1,407,753

In essence therefore the Applicant forecasts 17,171 freight and 9,298
passenger movements by year 20, with 340,758 total tonnes of freight
and some 1.4mppa. The forecast is based on a ‘bottom-up’ approach,
referring to specific types of traffic, although it is to be noted that the

applicant accepted during the Examination [EV-014 to EV-014c] that the
forecast was indicative, with aircraft and freight types indicative, and that

the forecast was effectively an assessment of potential. In other words,
that viability was not taken into account.
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5.6.51.

5.6.52.

5.6.53.

5.6.54.

5.6.55.

5.6.56.

It was stated that a viability assessment was undertaken by the
Applicant to ensure that the traffic forecast by Azimuth could be captured
at a price that would make the Proposed Development viable was carried
out but that this was confidential [REP6-012, response to ND.2.1]. A
‘top-down’ assessment of the Azimuth forecast was undertaken by
Northpoint Aviation during the Examination process. This is considered
further on in this chapter.

A more detailed forecast to the above is to be found in Appendix 3.3 of
the ES [APP-044].

The Azimuth Report [APP-085] acknowledges that assessing demand for
freight is no easy matter, with forecasts usually calculated by
extrapolating past trends for a region or country before allocating a
proportion to individual airports. The report considers that this approach
may miss any currently unmet demand and is inappropriate for an airport
such as Manston with a history of underinvestment and no data to
extrapolate from since 2014. The report therefore takes a qualitative
approach, as opposed to a quantitative one, and states that academic
and industry experts contacted through this research process validated
the qualitative approach taken. The report provides “qualitative
information derived from 24 interviews with industry experts” (Volume
IT, Executive Summary).

These interviews took place over email, telephone or face to face.
Interviewees consisted of a range of air freight companies, policy-based
bodies and promotional associations. The transcripts of the interviews are
not included in the report for reasons of confidentiality, so the published
excerpts and findings are chosen by the author of the report. The report
notes that many interviewees talked about problems of freight at
Heathrow and at the Channel crossings, with issues such as freight being
bumped from belly freight, so that freight booked onto a passenger flight
to be carried in the hold is left at the departure airport without uploading
onto the aircraft and has to wait for a later flight, lengthy truck queues at
Calais and Heathrow, and security issues. It is also noted that dedicated
freighters need to go from Prestwick or Stansted. Issues regarding
facilities for handling outsized freight was also raised.

Interviewees thought the freight market would expand but considered
that there is considerable pressure on price for air freight carriers, and
that the potential effect of Brexit and changes in fuel price were trigger
points for contraction / expansion. Regarding the choice between
bellyhold and pure freight the report considers that “the feeling was
generally that the use of belly freight was due to availability”. Speed and
cost were primary factors in choosing freight routes with one interviewee
noting that the total cost of a flight is generally 75% fuel. Potential
markets in perishables, outsized freight and handling of live animals were
also identified.

Transport for London made comments regarding improving passenger
access to Stansted Airport and findings regarding airport capacity in the
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5.6.58.

5.6.59.

5.6.60.

5.6.61.

South East. Comments were also made regarding fuel savings for
trucking freight to Manston as opposed to EMA.

While potentially useful and interesting, the fact that the transcripts have
not been made available as part of the Azimuth Report due to the
confidentiality of the interviews and the commercial sensitivity of the
data collected limits the weight that can be given to them. Many of the
interviewees also appeared to be local businesses of limited size or pro-
business organisations for Kent.

When questioned on this point the Applicant referred to various other
interviews that took place with several other “key airports in the UK air
freight sector”; industry organisations; DfT officials; and “/eading
academics and other consulting experts and businesses”, with the
objective of confirming the Applicant’s core forecasting analysis [REP7a-
002, response to ND.3.5] but was unable to provide any details of them,
such as names, organisations or content. It states that “it is not possible
for the Applicant to provide further information regarding the
commercially confidential discussions that have taken place with potential
clients” and asked the ExA to “consider the fact that numerous
developments are consented without any information regarding the
identity of likely customers.”

Such as it is, and on the basis of the evidence provided, the ExA cannot
conclude that that academic and industry experts have validated the
approach of the Azimuth Report. While noting the statement that further
evidence was commercially confidential, without access to such evidence
the EXA is unable to take this into account.

The Northpoint Report [REP4-031] was submitted in evidence partway
through the Examination. This report is a ‘top-down’ view of the freight
market as opposed to the ‘bottom-up’ analysis presented by the Azimuth
Report. The Northpoint Report presents an alternative view to that
suggested by SHP in their representations, which the Northpoint Report
considered flawed. The Northpoint Report explains that the value of the
Azimuth ‘bottom-up’ forecasting approach is that it required extensive
contact with key market players. This offers dynamic insights rather than
relying on an inflexible methodology and data that relies on the notion
that the key to the understanding the future is in the past when the
future of the fast moving industry is going to look very different in 10 to
20 years’ time than it does now.

The Northpoint Report presents a scenario-based analysis and considers
that this verifies the Azimuth Report of project development. The model
aimed to analyse a range of scenarios combining alternative future
demand projections, with variable assumptions about the scale of
clawback that is achievable, matching that with underlying capacity
assumptions over a 50-year period to identify whether the South East
system as a whole is likely to have a surplus of demand. The resulting
surplus was then regarded as potentially capturable by Manston and is
measured on a quinquennial basis against Azimuth’s core project
forecasts
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5.6.64.

5.6.65.

5.6.66.

5.6.67.

The Northpoint Report considers that information produced by SHP and
by consultants previously working for TDC (Avia Solutions, see below)
used a restricted data set from 2003 to 2017 as the basis for much of
their commentary on the prospects for Manston and that the use of data
from the earliest available date (1983) shows a change in the rate of
growth of freight tonnage before and after 2000, with growth rates of
7.4% before 2000 and 0.95% after. The report also considers that since
2014 the growth rates have begun to rise again [REP4-031, paragraph
78] and notes higher growth in European airport’s air freight tonnages
since 2000 than in the UK. They state that this points to a structural
issue affecting the performance of the UK air cargo industry as a whole;
that is one of capacity constraints in the South East.

The Northpoint Report also considers the likely extent of future cross-
channel leakage of freight bound for, or departing from the UK, by truck
via Dover Port and the Channel Tunnel and the potential for ‘clawing-
back’ some or all of this traffic to fly from UK based airports, including
the Proposed Development. This is considered in more detail below.

Scenarios used in the Northpoint Report combined alternative future
demand projections with variable assumptions about the scale of
clawback that is achievable. Underlying growth ranged from 2.35% (the
base case), 2.0% (low case), 2.7% (high case) to 3.0% (stretch case)
for 2017 freight tonnages at UK airports. The scenarios assumed that
capacity is largely held constant, but a number of later scenarios
examine what would happen if additional capacity, beyond what has been
assumed for Heathrow third runway were to be added at Heathrow, EMA
and Stansted.

The conclusions of the Northpoint Report are that at a growth rate of
2.3% or greater, with relatively modest levels of cross-channel clawback,
the project compares favourably against the Azimuth forecasts. It is only
when asymptotic curves*® or greater capacity at other large freight
airports are introduced that tonnage forecasts associated with these
scenarios under-perform Azimuth’s expectations. It notes however that
these scenarios perform satisfactorily at higher starting interest rates, or
with high levels of cross-channel clawback [REP4-031, paragraph 69].

Functional limitations of this model are identified within the Northpoint
Report as not using differential rates for bellyhold, express and ordinary
freight (although it is stated that the analysis is a level of aggregation
where this is not a fundamental determining issue); not examining
aircraft movements; not considering the scope for migrating between
type of carrier (eg bellyhold to freighter); and it does not examine the
impact of price because it is primarily interested in the issue of capacity
[REP4-031, paragraph 67].

The Northpoint Report closes with a quote from an unnamed ‘leading
industry figure’ who states that “in the medium to long term I think there

48 An asymptotic line is a line that gets closer and closer to a curve as the
distance gets closer to infinity
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5.6.69.

5.6.70.

5.6.71.

5.6.72.

will be some changing trade lane flows. The UK is currently an
underserved air freight market because it can rely upon logistics flows to
and from the mainland of Europe, and I think that the offering could
change in terms of timing, the speed to market”.

York Aviation [REP5-029] consider the drawbacks to the Northpoint
Report to be largely those outlined by the report itself in terms of its
limitations. It also considers that the thesis that trends from the 1990s
need to be included is flawed when the effect of aviation fuel price rises
since 2000 is taken into account. This aspect is covered in more depth
below.

The EXA note that the purpose of outlining the limitations of a model is
normal practice for any assessment [REP9-006, response to ND.4.23] but
consider that the limitations described of not considering the scope for
migrating between types of carrier and the impact of price (particularly
when considering differences between bellyhold and pure freight, and
trucking) appear to the ExA to be fairly substantial limitations in the case
of the Proposed Development. A more complicated commercial model to
investigate more complex variables that impact on the airport’s business
plan, pricing and marketing strategies is stated to be being developed,
but is not provided.

Department for Transport forecasts

2017 UK Aviation Forecasts from the DfT*° do not model freight in detail,
but an assumption is made for the purposes of the model used by the
DfT. This assumption is for zero growth for 2017 as the number of
freighter movements had been volatile with some evidence of overall
national decline in recent decades and in the absence of clear trends for
individual airports.

The Applicant is of the view that the zero-growth forecast may be
pragmatic due to the lack of capacity for dedicated freighters, particularly
in the South East [APP-085]. In support of this view they have attached
correspondence between themselves and the DfT [REP3-195, Appendix
ND.1.14]. However, the response from the DfT does not comment on this
view, confirming that the Department does not claim to model freight in
detail and have labelled it as an assumption. The DfT state that they will
consider conducting more detailed modelling of air freight as part of the
emerging aviation strategy. It is clear therefore that freight has not been
modelled in detail, but no more than that can be inferred in the ExA’s
view.

Industry forecasts

The Azimuth Report [APP-085] notes that Boeing forecasts from 2016
predict global air cargo traffic (measured in revenue tonne kilometres
(RTK), the revenue load in tonnes multiplied by the distance flown) to
increase annually at 4.2%, and the Airbus forecast is for 4% growth. It

49 UK Aviation Forecasts 2017: Moving Britain Ahead, available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/uk-aviation-forecasts-2017
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5.6.74.

states that these forecasts are based on the opinions of experts who
summarise the world’s major air trade markets and identify key trends.
The Applicant notes that such companies produce forecasts so that they
can plan their response to the long term trends in the marketplace and
that production of planes is a result of years of planning, development,
testing, manufacturing set up, etc. so short term fluctuations in the
market place do not generally affect strategic decision-making [REP6-
012, response to ND.2.15]

The 2018 Boeing forecast was released during the examination period
[REP6-012, response to ND.2.15]. This predicts a growth in the freighter
market from 1,870 in 2017 to 3,260 by 2037 and forecasts that China
will overtake the USA as the largest domestic passenger market in the
world within 10 to 15 years. Boeing consider that the percentage of
freight carried in dedicated freighters will remain at around 50% and that
freighters are essential where both long range and frequent services are
required. The 2018 forecasts remain for 4.2% growth of cargo over 20
years and states that e-commerce will continue to boost air cargo
demand.

The diagram below shows the level of accuracy in the long run of the
Boeing Forecasts [REP6-012, response to ND.2.15], comparing the 1997
forecasts with the actual levels of 2017.

- /
A 3 >
=
TOTAL FLEET SINGLE-AISLE WIDE-
k3 LA FREIGHTERS
(Passenger and freighter (737, includes regional Bo DY J ETS
jets) Jjots) (747 and 737 freighters) (777 and 787)
1997 1997 1997 1997
20-year growth 20-year growth 20-year growth 20-year growth
forecast: 23,508 forecast: 15,200 forecast: 2,350 forecast: 6,030
2017 2017 2017 2017
Actual 20-year growth: Actual 20-year growth: Actual 20-year growth: Actual 20-year growth:
23,480 17,570
2037 2037 2037 2037
Future forecast: 46,950 Future forecast: 34,790 Future forecast: 3,030 Future forecast: 9,130
TRAFFIC
GROWTH 1997 2017 2037

(using the revenue/
passenger miles
maetric)

20-year growth
forecast: 4.9% growth
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5.6.78.

5.6.79.

5.6.80.

This diagram succinctly shows the relative long-term accuracy of the
Boeing forecasts with the numbers predicted and the actuals for total
fleet in use being very similar. However, within this figure, the EXA notes
that the forecast underestimated the levels of single-aisle jets and
overestimated the number of freighters and wide-body jets, with the
overestimation of the number of freighters in percentage terms being
fairly considerable of around 25%. The Applicant considers that the
previous overestimation of freighters was considered and calculated
within the 2018 forecasts, but specific evidence was not submitted on
this point [REP9-006, response to ND.4.26]. Avia Solutions (see below)
state that Boeing and Airbus base their long-term forecasts on GDP
changes.

The Avia Solutions Report for Thanet District Council

The Avia Solutions Report [REP3-276] was published in 2016, and was
procured by TDC, who required:

“an independent assessment advising whether or not it is possible to run
a viable and economically sustainable free-standing airport operation
from Manston. The Council is seeking advice from an independent expert
aviation consultant who can make this assessment within the context of
the national and international air traffic market, the viability of airport
operations at a national and international scale and likely future
developments in airport operations.”

The Avia Solutions study is referenced in TDC'’s eLP which states that the
report concluded that airport operations at Manston are very unlikely to
be financially viable in the longer term, and almost certainly not possible
in the period to 2031 [REP3-010].

The report [REP3-276] details how Avia Solutions developed two models
for the survey, one which assessed the capacity of six airports serving
the London area and how future passenger and freight traffic might be
distributed between these airports including Manston; and the second a
financial model to assess the potential cashflow outlook for Manston
Airport.

The timing of the report [REP3-276] took into account the findings of the
AC (in 2015) and its recommendation of a new runway at Heathrow,
although it predated the ANPS.

The report [REP3-276] considered the construction of a third runway at
Heathrow. Under this scenario, the forecast passenger traffic at Manston
would initially grow to almost 2.5mppa immediately before the opening
of the third runway in 2030 but would fall materially afterwards. Retained
earnings would not become positive until around 2040, preventing
payment of dividends to equity investors until around that date. The
Earnings before interest, taxes, depreciation, and amortization (EBITDA)
margin would become positive in the early 2030s and grow and reach
41% by 2050. On this basis, the report considers that it would be
doubtful that an informed private sector investor would consider an
equity stake in Manston Airport.
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The report [REP3-276] notes that the scenario which most supports the
re-opening of Manston Airport is one in which no new runways are built
in the South East of England in the period to 2050. In this scenario,
forecast operating cash flow of Manston Airport is negative until 2025;
re-financings of £20 million are required in both 2028 and 2029 to fund
terminal expansion; and retained earnings remain negative until 2029
preventing the payment of dividends. Thereafter, financial performance
improves significantly, but it is 2043 before EBITDA margin reaches 50%.
The scenario of no runway development in the South East of England
before 2050 is a low probability scenario in the view of Avia Solutions.

The report [REP3-276] states that such conclusions are based on a set of
assumptions that favour Manston Airport at all times, with examples
including above market aeronautical yield, aggressive cost reduction
projections and minimal acquisition costs, which would require some
significant management attention. The report also notes the strong
anecdotal evidence that a material proportion, probably around 20%, of
air freight flying to and from the UK actually originates or is destined for
continental Europe and is trucked across the channel (see below) and
assumes that 20% of unaccommodated demand is lost to the UK air
freight industry and flies from continental European airports. The Avia
Solutions forecasts assume that half of the remaining unaccommodated
demand is flown via Manston, with the other half going to other UK
regional airports.

With the above assumptions Avia Solutions conclude [REP3-276] that
airport operations at Manston are very unlikely to be financially viable in
the longer term, and almost certainly not possible in the period to 2031.
Avia Solutions assumed as a minimum that a re-opened Manston would
be able to attract a minimum of its previous freight, of around 30,000
tonnes per annum. The report considers whether the scale of activity
may be greater than experienced in the past, with two possible causes
examined: Firstly that a major multinational manufacturing or retail
group (such as an Asian electronics firm or Amazon) choose East Kent to
be the location of its distribution network, or secondly, noting that
freighters are often the first category of air traffic to be ‘squeezed’ out of
busy airports, that freighters look to move to an alternative airport.
Essentially this is close to the case put forward by the Applicant, that a
lack of South East capacity has squeezed, and will continue to squeeze,
freighters out of existing operational airports and that a new integrator
would use the Proposed Development.

The report [REP3-276] considers that the UK’s planned exit from the EU
leaves a decision to make Manston the location of a distribution network
of a major multinational manufacturing or retail group less likely, and
that integrators require a central location within the market being served,
considering that the geographic location of Manston precludes it from
being a suitable base airport for an integrator in particular when
compared to UK competitors such as EMA.

Bellyhold vs. pure freight — and trucking
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5.6.85.

5.6.86.

5.6.87.

5.6.88.

5.6.89.

5.6.90.

The Applicant is of the view that capacity shortages at UK airports
restrict the market for pure freight, both in terms of runway capacity but
also freight handling facilities, resulting in the domination of bellyhold
freight in the UK outlined above. They note that this is the reverse of the
position globally (citing UK bellyhold to pure freight figures of 70/30 to
Global 44/56) [APP-085], where dedicated freighter capacity is more
freely available. They note that Frankfurt Hahn Airport carried 63% of
freight on dedicated freighters in 2018.

This issue is intertwined to a certain extent with trucking air freight, as
mentioned above. The Applicant is of the view that the lack of capacity in
the South East forces air freight that in an unconstrained market may
have flown using pure freighters to be trucked to airports in Europe with
capacity [APP-085], and that the prevalence of trucked goods produced
in or destined for the UK to European airports is therefore largely as a
result of capacity constraints rather than market preference [REP11-
013].

An alternative view of the reasons for the differences between UK and
global figure for bellyhold vs. pure freight and the presence of trucking is
suggested by York Aviation for SHP [REP5-029], who consider that this is
caused by a combination of the price differentials between the two
modes of freight travel (bellyhold and pure); the price of aviation fuel;
and by the network of logistics and distribution users that has built up
around Heathrow and links to similar facilities in northern Europe around
hub airports there.

York Aviation suggests [REP5-029] that airlines would expect to make
some 10% of total revenues from bellyhold freight (with the remaining
90% coming from the passengers sitting above the freight), whereas
dedicated freighter airlines have to make all their money from the freight
itself. They state that this results in freight travelling in dedicated
freighters being some 4.5% more expensive than bellyhold transit, and
that this price differential when combined with the dominance of
Heathrow in the UK airport market and the network of routes it is able to
provide as a dominant hub airport is the economics of the industry
[REP3-025, Appendix 4]

A similar view is held by Altitude Aviation for SHP [REP3-025, Appendix
5], which states that the UK lacks available dedicated freighter capacity
at its major passenger hub airport, Heathrow, with a lack of available
runway slots restricting freighter activity. It considers in such situations
freight customers have the following choices: To operate freighter flights
(or use existing freighter flights) from other UK airports where capacity is
available (such as Stansted or EMA); to transport freight in the bellyhold
of passenger flights from Heathrow (or other UK airports); to transport
freight to a major European air freight hub (eg Liege, Frankfurt), typically
by road truck; or to use surface modes of transport (road, rail, water) for
the whole journey (where possible due to distances and time).

It considers that as freighter capacity is available at other airports
(Stansted and EMA) any shortage of air freight capacity in the UK relates
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5.6.91.

5.6.92.

5.6.93.

5.6.94.

specifically to Heathrow hub capacity rather than a more general lack of
capacity. Altitude Aviation is also of the view that trucking is a highly
integrated component of the air freight business model, and not merely a
substitute for air freighter flights when airport capacity is constrained,
considering that the increasing use of truck feeder services is due to cost
efficiencies and is not restricted to the UK, and “see no evidence that the
growth in trucking is primarily driven by lack of Heathrow capacity for air
freighter flights” [REP3-025, Appendix 5].

Altitude Aviation also note that as there is already spare capacity at other
airports in the UK, provision of further capacity would not make any
significant difference to trucking levels, considering that “there is no
reason why economic decisions to truck freight rather than fly would
change in the absence of new Heathrow capacity” [REP3-025, Appendix
5].

Avia Solutions is of the view [REP3-276] that the disparity between UK
and world comparisons between bellyhold and pure freight is due to the
excellent bellyhold networks available from Heathrow. They consider that
as passenger demand increases additional belly-hold capacity will enter
the market, and that this capacity growth is unhooked from the demand
scenario for bellyhold cargo and can result in excess capacity in the
market. As a result, airlines will often sell this bellyhold capacity using a
marginal cost pricing structure. This pricing structure does not need to
account for the high cost of the aircraft and must only meet the
additional marginal cost that each kilogram of cargo incurs. Through the
application of this pricing structure, belly-hold cargo often undercuts the
minimum price that can be charged on dedicated freighter operations,
and that as a result of this market dynamic, an airport focused on
airfreight carried by dedicated freighters may be overly exposed
to a declining or stagnant total market, or at best to a market
that is not exposed to strong potential (the ExA’s emphasis).

However, it does note that some elements of the market may be limiting
the increase in bellyhold capacity, namely that some of the newer aircraft
types have a smaller bellyhold capacity than the aircraft they replace and
that LCCs are gaining market share but generally do not carry freight
[REP3-276]

The Applicant disputes that price differences are as significant as stated
by York Aviation and Avia Solutions, considering that the price of
transferring freight by bellyhold and in pure freighters is very similar and
differences marginal, although they offer no substantive evidence of this
view, stating that such information is not publicly available as it is
extremely commercially sensitive. They consider that the price difference
is of secondary and marginal consideration when compared against the
core product offer of scheduling, speed and efficiency of the transport
process, reliability, security, the size of the consignment or the need for
specialist handling, global connectivity and the efficiency of ground
handling and trucking operations for differentiating between bellyhold
and pure freighters . The Applicant considers that the UK is the outlier
because of its capacity shortages, not because it is cheaper to truck
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5.6.95.

5.6.96.

5.6.97.

5.6.98.

cargo to other hubs. [REP6-012, response to ND.2.7; REP7a-002
response to ND.3.7; REP9-006 response to ND.4.17].

Avia Solutions [REP3-276] note that total air freight handled at UK
airports has been virtually constant at around 2.3 million tonnes per
annum since 2000, with the exception of reductions immediately after
the start of the recession in the early 2000s and the financial crisis in
2008. They are of the view that while the lack of ATM growth in air
freight at Heathrow has undoubtedly hampered the development of the
national air freight market, it is also true that since 2000 there was
adequate airport capacity available at both Stansted and Manston (when
it was open) to support additional dedicated freighter movements, noting
that freighter movements at Stansted decreased over the period, while
Manston closed, suggesting that the stagnation of UK airfreight is not a
consequence of capacity constraints.

The Oxford Economics Report

A report by Oxford Economics and Ramboll for Transport for London was
cited by the Applicant [REP4-031] and York Aviation [REP6-053], as well
by Avia Solutions [REP3-276]. This was carried out as part of the
investigation of the development of an estuary airport for London. A
potential cause of the stagnation of growth in air cargo since 2000 was
identified as the increase in oil and jet fuel price, as suggested by York
Aviation above. Trend forecasts were based on average growth from
2000 to 2012 (the Lower Bound) and from 1990 to 2012 (the Upper
Bound). The difference in growth rates of the two periods produce very
different forecast outcomes.

Avia Solutions note [REP3-276] that Oxford Economics relied on a
forecasting technique based on historic trends, rather than econometric
regression analysis seeking to correlate historic growth in air cargo with
changes in external / exogenous variables such as GDP, international
trade etc that might be driving the freight growth. They consider that the
Oxford Economics approach is consistent with it either not being
confident in any relationships that exist, or simply not finding any
explanation for the stagnation of air freight and note that the forecasts
produced have an exceptionally large range between low and upper
bounds, which indicate the difficulty of forecasting cargo growth with
confidence.

The Applicant was questioned over the price of aviation fuel since 2000.
They replied that since 2012 the price of jet fuel has dropped
considerably, but that trucking had not decreased thereby confirming
their view that trucking is prevalent due to airport capacity issues and
under investment [REP6-012, response to ND.2.18]. A subsequent
question [REP7a-002, response to ND.3.13] reiterated the original
question concerning the time period from 2000. The answer to this
question demonstrated that, while showing considerable fluctuations, the
price of jet fuel has, in general, not been as low as the period from April
1999 to around April 2003 since then, with only a drop around early
2016 being close to this price range. Such price differences are
substantial — from a low of around $0.39 per gallon in April 1999 to a
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5.6.99.

5.6.100.

5.6.101.

5.6.102.

5.6.103.

high of some $3.85 in April 2008, and around $1.87 in April 2019;
considerably higher than the price of some $0.76 in April 2000.

In response the Applicant [REP9-006, response to ND.4.27] was of the
view that the fuel position is more complicated than as analysed as diesel
costs will vary across Europe and does not take into account currency
rates or tolls, considering that the price of fuel is not likely to be
responsible for major behavioural changes such as trucking vs air, and
that the choice between codes is a lot more complicated, involving
factors such as speed, security, reliability, journey distance, perishability
etc.

The Steer Reports

The Azimuth Report [APP-085] and other representations [REP3-025] cite
the 2010 Steer Report>°, which identifies 97,000 tonnes of freight a year
which crosses the Channel by truck and that trucked air freight grew in
importance between 2002 and 2007. The report notes that from the UK it
is common for freight to be trucked by a European airline to its main hub
airport in Europe to be loaded for onward movement on a long haul
passenger or freighter service, and that the reverse is true for imports
into the UK; for example, British Airways will truck cargo inwards from
mainland Europe to help fill its long haul flights from Heathrow.

The report goes on to state that these movements are analogous to the
passenger airline hub and spoke model whereby an airline feeds long
haul flights from a central hub with a number of domestic and regional
services. In the air freight market, domestic and regional flights are
replaced by trucks due to the significant saving in cost compared to
flying and acceptable reduction in time for a general air freight product.

Air freight by road is described as trucks that contain air freight which
has been customs cleared. The report says that this type of cargo
supports freighter and passenger bellyhold services on the first or final
leg of the international journey, and has developed due to short haul
flights within the UK and Europe becoming uneconomical for general
cargo combined with an increase in wide body freighter services to hub
airports, whilst at the same time the industry has faced increasing
difficulty in transferring air cargo between container types (due to
compatibility issues). The report notes that in the UK the vast majority
(over 95%) of ‘air freight’ trucking movements begin or end their journey
at Heathrow.

A further Steer Report from 2018°! [REP3-187, Appendix ND.1.13]
confirms that a significant amount of air freight is transported in
customs-bonded trucks between the UK and continental Europe and is

%0 Steer Davies Gleave (2010), Air Freight: Economic and Environmental Drivers
and Impacts. Prepared for the Department for Transport

51 Steer (2018), Assessment of the value of air freight services to the UK
economy. Prepared for Airlines UK with support from Heathrow Airport Limited,
Manchester Airports Group and the Freight Transport Association
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5.6.104.

5.6.105.

5.6.106.

5.6.107.

classified as air freight with an assigned flight number. It reiterates that
freight is often flown to continental Europe, particularly from Asia, as
there is often more available air freight capacity than to UK airports,
partly due to lack of available slots for freighter aircraft at Heathrow. The
freight is trucked as bonded freight to avoid having to undergo local
customs procedures so that importers only need to deal with the UK
customs authorities rather than investing in systems to deal with multiple
customs authorities. The report considers that “this represents an
inefficiency from the perspective of the UK economy as whole”.

However, the report also notes that in contrast to goods from Asia,
Heathrow stated that goods destined for North America are also often
trucked to the UK, in particular Heathrow, from continental Europe in
order to take advantage of cheaper rates from the UK on North American
routes. As Heathrow is the primary European hub for North American
passenger connections, there is a significant level of bellyhold capacity
available, which means air freight rates are cheaper compared to other
European airports.

Paragraph 3.21 of the report notes that many of the largest freight
airports in the EU are concentrated in North West Europe, which is
relatively well off, densely populated and the home to a lot of European
industry (thereby generating demand for imports and a large amount of
goods for export), and states this close proximity of many large airports
may to some extent explain why so much air freight is flown to
continental Europe and trucked to the UK, as there is greater capacity
available to continental North West Europe than to the UK.

York Aviation 2015 Report

The subject of much debate during the Examination, York Aviation
produced a report in 2015 for the Freight Transport Association (FTA)
and Transport for London (Implications for the Air Freight Sector of
Different Airport Capacity Options, York Aviation, 2015)%2 (the FTA
Report) [REP3-187, Appendix ND.1.17]. This report was carried out to
consider issues around the freight market and feed into the AC, due to
the view that this had focussed strongly on passenger markets.

The FTA Report notes that air freight tonnage at the London airports had
grown over the last 20 years (to 2015) but considered that this disguised
a worrying trend in that the market grew rapidly until 2000, but had then
largely stagnated. This coincided with growing capacity constraints at
Heathrow and the report considered that, to a significant degree, other
airports could not step in to provide relief as they do not have the long-
haul networks to support bellyhold capacity. Only Stansted, with its
significant spare runway capacity, emerged as an alternative for pure
freighter airlines albeit the range of destinations served by these aircraft

52 Available at: http://content.tfl.gov.uk/air-freight-implications-from-new-
capacity.pdf

MANSTON AIRPORT: TR020002
REPORT TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT: 18 OCTOBER 2019 88


https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003370-RiverOak%20Strategic%20Partners%20-Appendices%20to%20Answers%20to%20First%20Written%20Questions.pdf
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/air-freight-implications-from-new-capacity.pdf
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/air-freight-implications-from-new-capacity.pdf

is substantially smaller than is available using bellyhold capacity in
passenger aircraft.

5.6.108. The FTA Report considered that only a four-runway hub would provide
spare capacity at 2050 and concluded that ultimately its analysis
demonstrates clearly the importance of the provision of sufficient
concentrated airport hub capacity in London by 2050. The report also
contains details of a basic model to consider where excess air freight
demand from the London system might be served by trucking to other
airports in the UK and on the continent. This considered that 72% of
excess demand would be trucked to Paris Charles de Gaulle, Frankfurt
and Amsterdam (with 22% split between Birmingham, EMA and
Manchester). The report notes that UK regional airports, despite being
substantially closer to London in most cases, cannot match the level of
attractiveness offered by the continental hubs and their wider global
networks.

5.6.1009. When considering the 2010 and 2018 Steer reports, the FTA Report and
the Oxford Economics Report together, the ExXA considers that the
already considerable levels of trucking freight identified in 2010 have and
may continue to increase over the long term. However, this seems to be
a function of not only the price of aviation fuel since 2000 but also the
function of the market to find the airports with the best hub networks -
whether this is from Heathrow to North America or from northern
European hubs for Asian and South American routes (in general terms)
and that the distances between London and Heathrow to such European
airports makes it economically viable and advantageous to do so.

5.6.110. The relative proximity of the European golden triangle, with the density
of population and manufacturing that is located in North West Europe
also appears to be a key factor. Such an area would clearly generate
large demand for both imports and exports and the subsequent demand
for air freight that this entails. Furthermore, the economies of scale that
have led to this situation at the northern European hub airports and the
Heathrow environs becoming a highly developed and sophisticated
network of freight handling and distribution facilities would also seem to
be self-perpetuating; as hub airports provide a wider range of flights with
bellyhold capacity so more freight forwarders and distributors are
attracted to their immediate environs and the hub airports become more
attractive still. Such an effect would also take place at the dedicated
freight airports such as Liege and to a lesser extent the UK freight
airports of EMA and Stansted.

5.6.111. When considering this together, noting that the FTA Report of 2015
states that only Stansted with its spare runway capacity has emerged as
an alternative for pure freighter airlines (noting that the range of
destinations served is substantially smaller than is available using
bellyhold capacity), and the FTA model which finds that UK regional
airports, despite being substantially closer to London in most cases,
cannot match the level of attractiveness offered by the continental hubs
and their wider global networks, it appears unlikely to the ExA that the
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5.6.112.

5.6.113.

5.6.114.

5.6.115.

5.6.116.

Proposed Development would divert and attract existing and future
trucked air freight to the extent shown in the applicant’s forecasts..

Air freight would still primarily be attracted to the airports with the
widest possible global networks for reasons of economies of scale. While
Brexit may have a short term impact on the efficiencies of trucking
across the Channel, the ExA considers that one reasonable scenario is
that, in the medium to long terms, such inefficiencies would be ironed
out to the benefit of the UK and mainland Europe, and that efficiencies of
air freight itself may also be affected in the short term.

It also seems logical that bellyhold freight would be significantly cheaper
than pure freight. While evidence on this point is not strong from the
representations made, the ExA is attracted by the argument that freight
being carried on a plane whose purpose also includes transporting
passengers (and the operator would be receiving the revenue that would
be generated from such passengers) would be substantially cheaper than
on a plane whose sole income is from the freight itself. The ExA also
considers that price must be a determining key factor in the choice of
how to fly freight; while clearly other factors such as efficiency will play
key role, price would be a primary rather than a secondary consideration.

New integrators - e-commerce

As stated above, the Applicant aims to attract new integrators. In this
context this term refers to e-commerce retailers and distributors, such as
Amazon and Alibaba. The Applicant reports that such e-commerce
retailers are establishing and forming their own distribution networks, to
reduce reliance on outside parties, and consider that the e-commerce
integrators are not reliant on night time flights. Evidence in the
Examination relating to Amazon including descriptions and studies of the
current operations of Amazon’s own airline, Amazon Air, in the USA and
of preliminary operations in the UK based at EMA [including REP6-012,
response to ND.2.12]. Alibaba, a Chinese e-commerce company has
established links at Liege Airport in Belgium [REP5-029, Annex 2].

The Applicant is of the view that the cargo industry is fundamentally
changing, and that this change needs an innovative response which
cannot be provided at constrained South East airports, but a
complementary facility tailored to the demands of freighters could be
provided at Manston [REP11-013]. A chart is provided in the Applicant’s
summary of need [REP11-013] demonstrating in their view the rapid
recent rise in e-commerce air freight operations and the relative decline
of old-style integrators. However, there is very little detail of the chart,
including which geographical market it refers to, and whether it refers to
air freight or traditional postal services in the US.

E-commerce integrators are considered in more detail below, within
locational factors.

Specialist / niche cargo
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5.6.117.

5.6.118.

5.6.119.

5.6.120.

5.6.121.

5.6.122.

5.6.123.

The Azimuth Report [APP-085] states that the perishable market (fruit,
vegetables, flowers) was a previous staple for Manston, and the airport
had a reputation for the speed at which cargo can be offloaded and onto
the road. Evidence of a previous operator from the airport (Finlays
Horticulture) is provided within the Azimuth Report [APP-085] who
previously used to import some 400 tonnes of perishable cargo per week
into Manston and would support a return to use of the airport. However,
the ExA note that this evidence dates from January 2015 and was
provided shortly after the airport previously closed. It is not clear
therefore if this evidence remains up to date, or if the company
concerned still maintain the same view.

Fresh fish is also identified as a market by the Applicant, as well as live
animal transportation, particularly for racehorses and breeding stock.
Pharmaceutical and biotechnology goods are also raised as a potential
market, as well as oversized items such as aircraft parts, luxury and
Formula 1 cars and band equipment / sound stages [APP-085].

The Applicant notes that fresh fish is a considerable market for exports
from the UK, with 446,500 tonnes of fish and shellfish exported from the
UK in 2017. The forecasts [APP-085] predict two ATMs a week for 26
weeks from Year 2 for exporting fish [REP6-012, response to ND.2.2].
The Azimuth Report notes that fresh salmon is the top export from
Heathrow [APP-085].

The transportation of racehorses is a specialist market which the
Proposed Development would seek to attract. The Applicant notes that
Stansted and Heathrow are England’s main airports for equine
transportation [REP6-012, response to ND.2.3]. Cars are also forecast for
air freight, with Formula 1 cars moving from UK bases to the location of
races around the world, as well as a market for large luxury cars from
the Middle East to London during the summer [REP6-012, response to
ND.2.3].

The Applicant notes that pharmaceuticals currently comprise 1.9% of all
air cargo volume and that the market is predicted to increase, but that a
large percentage of shipped products are degraded due to poor
temperature control; a situation which the Applicant states the proposed
development could assist with through modern handling facilities [REP6-
012, response to ND.2.4].

Oversized items such as aircraft parts or specialist equipment for
concerts or band tours are also raised, with one operator already flying
out of Doncaster Sheffield Airport mentioned as wishing to have a facility
in the south of the UK [REP6-012, response to ND.2.5]

The movement of perishables such as those which previously flew into
Manston may be achieved by the Proposed Development, and there may
be a market for pharmaceuticals to be flown from the airport, bearing in
mind local industry and the climate control needed for such goods which
is easier to achieve at a smaller modern airport. However, the ExA
considers that for such goods, and other oversized items mentioned they
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5.6.124.

5.6.125.

5.6.126.

5.6.127.

would generally gravitate to airports closer to where they are produced /
based - for instance racehorses from Newmarket and biotechnology from
Cambridge may be more likely to fly from Stansted.

Some flights exporting fish may be achievable; the ExA notes that the
highest-ranking UK ports in terms of fish volume and value are
dominated by Scottish ports [REP6-014, Appendix ND.2.3] and that
Humberside and the Grampian region of Scotland dominate fish
processing. However, given the relatively low number of flights forecast
in this regard such a market may be achievable.

Locational factors

The Applicant’s summary of the need case [REP11-013] considers that
the Proposed Development is ideally located to serve the South East
market where aviation demand is highest and most constrained. The
Applicant is of the view that Manston has good surface access to the SRN
with no bottlenecks and good connections to high quality public
transport, noting that the site is in the South East of England, close to
main significant population and commercial centres, with good
connections to continental Europe. They note that York Aviation uses a
gravity model (referred to above) which shows how excess freight from
the London system might be served by trucking to other UK airports and
Europe, which shows Paris Charles de Gaulle at 34%, Amsterdam
Schiphol 19% and Frankfurt 18%, with UK airport at Birmingham (13%)
and EMA 8%, considering that the 71% outlined could be met by
Manston. It considers that the time taken to load and offload aircraft is a
key factor in the choice of airport by freight airlines, and, as noted
previously, that the lack of capacity in the South East is the reason why
many freight forwarders choose to use Northern European airports [APP-
085].

Evidence was produced [REP3-195, response to ND.1.8] to demonstrate
that the time taken to travel from Manston to most M25 and London
destinations is quicker from Manston than from EMA, with Manston being
better located geographically and therefore providing cost advantages to
customers. The Applicant notes that the time is shorter from Stansted
but that Stansted does not operate a dedicated freight facility that will
allow for rapid turnaround, and considers that EMA is the base for DHL
and UPS as it is located in a central location that serves the large part of
the country outside of London and the South East, and that there is more
stress on the M1 and the M25 (route from EMA to London) than on the
A299 and M2 / A2. Interviews are also cited in the Azimuth Report [APP-
085] which noted the location of Manston in a favourable way.

York Aviation [REP3-025] considers that Manston is in a poor position to
serve the wider South East market or the UK. They also note the lack of
critical mass of manufacturing nearby, the lack of a passenger hub and
proposed night flight restrictions, considering that within a three-hour
drive from Manston only the South East and the east of England can be
reached, whereas most of England and Wales is within three hours of
EMA. They note that Liege and Leipzig have central locations and while
cargo origins and destinations are difficult to track, distribution of
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5.6.128.

5.6.129.

5.6.130.

5.6.131.

5.6.132.

5.6.133.

manufacturing employment is vital for exports and population distribution
for imports, considering that on their own assessments demand for
imports is around 45% in London and the South East and exports around
25%.

Altitude Aviation for SHP [REP3-025, Appendix 5] states that cargo is less
time sensitive than passengers, and therefore an airport’s cargo
catchment area is often many times larger than its passenger catchment,
citing the example of EMA which serves the whole of England and Wales
by exploiting its central location in England. It also notes that the
extensive network of long-haul flights from Heathrow means it attracts
freight from the whole of Great Britain. Due to this it does not see a need
for new air freight capacity to be located in the South East specifically,
considering that new capacity would be most usefully concentrated at
existing major air freight hubs, whether in the South East (Heathrow,
Stansted) or outside (EMA), enabling the “air freight industry to continue
to benefit from the economies of scale and scope flowing from market
consolidation.”

Altitude Aviation also note that the AC negatively assessed the freight
potential of Gatwick due to its location, stating that Gatwick’s position to
the south of London limits its effectiveness as a national freight hub. It is
of the view that were Manston airport to be reopened, it would likely be
competing directly with EMA and Stansted for cargo-only flights, with a
poor outlook.

Many IPs [including RR-0089, RR-0603, RR-0646, RR-0949, RR-1342,
RR-1717] point out that the location of Manston, with sea to the north
and east, is not conducive to attracting freight or as a centre for imports.
Alternatively many IPs [including RR-0211, RR-1621, RR-1607, RR-2041]
consider the location of Manston to be ideal to release pressure on the
South East.

The Applicant states [REP4-031] that the success story that is EMA is not
as well placed as Manston to deal with the 35 to 40% of freight market
that originates or has destinations in London and the South East (or
East) of England.

At the ISH [EV-014 to EV-014c], alternative routing to the South East
and M25 was discussed, with the ExA asking questions over alternative
routes to the M25 should there be issues on the M2 / A2 and A299. The
Applicant considered that there were other cross routes possible if there
were issues with M2 / A299, and that traffic was less on these roads less
than on the M1, M25 and other radial routes. The Applicant also notes
the proposed Lower Thames Crossing would make access easier to and
from Manston to the M11 / A14 corridor, and consider that it would not
benefit Stansted so much due to capacity constraints, noting the
specialist handling proposed as part of the proposed development and
stating that lower shipping costs would be available at Manston.

The Applicant is of the view that the forthcoming exit of the UK from the
EU will lead to increased delays at cross Channel ports, making air freight
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5.6.134.

5.6.135.

5.6.136.

5.6.137.

more attractive as opposed to trucking. However, it seems unlikely that
such delays will be such an extent that air freight will become more
sustainable in the long term than trucking to northern Europe, or that
cross-channel checks at sea ports will not be substantially more than will
be required at airports. It could be reasonably expected that such effects
will also only be in the short term.

From the evidence provided, it is clear that trucking times from Manston
to central London, north London (M25), east London (M25), south
London (M25) and Cargo Centre Heathrow (M25 West) are all quicker
than from EMA [REP3-195, response to ND.1.8]. However, it is
noticeable that the journey to Heathrow Cargo is only 20 minutes longer
than from EMA. York Aviation [REP3-025] states that while there is a
heavy concentration of demand in the Greater South East, there is
significant demand across the country and consider that it is misleading
to assume that cargo that is currently flown from the London airports is
necessarily destined or originating in the South East. York Aviation model
the regional distribution of UK Air Cargo Demand [REP3-025, Figure 4.4]
as 45% London and the South East, meaning that 55% of freight
originates from areas outside of the South East. It is also reported that
much of UK freight is consolidated at Heathrow, where journey times
differences between Manston and EMA are not significant.

The Applicant considers that the M1, as the primary route from EMA to
the M25 is subject to higher stress than the A299 and M2 / A2. However,
at period of high stress or when accidents may have occurred on the M1,
then EMA traffic also has the option of travelling south via the A / M42
and M40, an ideal option for approaching the west side of the M25
towards Heathrow and the agglomeration of freight warehousing sited
around. When questioned at ISH2 [EV-014 to EV-014c] over alternative
routings for Manston traffic should accidents occur on the M2, the
suggested cross-routes appeared convoluted and time consuming.

Figure 4 of the Azimuth Report [APP-085] details the locations of
businesses served by integrators at EMA. This shows a wide range of
businesses, with concentrations not only in the North West, North East,
the East and West Midlands, but also Cambridge, the South East and
London itself. This accords with the evidence of York Aviation [REP3-025]
who state that much of England and Wales can be reached in three hours
from EMA. Locations a certain distance north or west of London would
likely be reached in quicker time from EMA than from Manston.

The presence of EMA as the national hub for DHL, UPS and TNT also
strongly seems to suggest that it has a good national location, including
for the South East. While Manston may be more proximate for the
significant import demand from the population density in the South East,
EMA is in a position that can benefit from fairly easy access to much of
this import demand and also for export demand from the manufacturing
heartlands of England and Wales.

Locational factors and new integrators
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5.6.140.

5.6.141.

5.6.142.

5.6.143.

Above the ExA has considered that EMA is in a good position nationally to
cater for import and export air freight demand, a fact evidenced by the
siting of the express integrators already at this airport. Such integrators
require quick access to markets across the UK and customers would pay
a premium to ensure such quick deliveries.

In answer to question ND.2.13 [REP6-012] concerning proposed new
integrators and the night flight ban proposed for the Proposed
Development, the Applicant considered that new integrators would
dovetail with the night flight ban by flying during the day and clustering
movements in the evening before the night curfew and after the curfew
in the morning. They note that some new integrator cargo takes the form
of pre-packed parcels (with individual addresses already on them) which
would be transported to fulfilment centres and some cargo would be
required to maintain stock levels of popular products within the fulfilment
centres. The answer also states that, for products other than those on
‘Amazon Prime’ (next day delivery) which are commonly held in
fulfilment centres, where a product order may come from another
country delivery times are longer and flying of products is used to ensure
that targets of two to three days are met.

This implies to the ExA that time is less important to new integrators
than to express integrators. In answer to question ND.3.8 [REP7a-002]
the Applicant states that:

“...new integrators are not focused on overnight shipment for early
morning delivery the next day in the same way traditional integrators
B2B [business to business] markets are because they keep stocks topped
up in fulfilment centres rather than delivering them directly to customers.
Amazon Prime delivery even if next day is likely to be afternoon or
evening and if the product has had to be originated overseas, it may take
longer.”

The EXA considers therefore that logically if time is less important to new
integrators than to express integrators, and express integrators currently
are located outside of the South East at EMA (other than Fed Ex at
Stansted) then the proximity of Manston to the South East would not
provide a great benefit to such operators.

This evidence, together with the evidence of a substantial Amazon
fulfillment centre very close to EMA [REP5-029], where much of England
and Wales can be reached within three hours trucking time, as opposed
to just the South East of England, would seem to suggest that a more
central location would be more likely for new integrators to choose than
the Proposed Development and that they would likely consolidate in the
Midlands along with other distribution hubs.

At ISH2 [EV-014 to EV-014c], Rockford International Airport was raised
as an example of rapid growth at an airport due to the presence of an e-
commerce integrator. Rockford is situated around 90 minutes from the
centre of Chicago and some 60 minutes from the major international
airport of Chicago O’Hare and accommodates a traditional integrator
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5.6.144.

5.6.145.

5.6.146.

5.6.147.

(UPS) and a new integrator (Amazon Air). The Applicant considers that
Rockford is an:

“...example of an airport which [...] shows the potential impact on the
surrounding area in terms of employment, skills and the potential for
high tech business clusters to locate around the airport.”

and that:

Vit is interesting to note the success Rockford has had with its cargo
operation despite its proximity to one of the world’s major airport hubs”
[REP6-012, response to ND.2.14].

SHP [REP5-029] note that Rockford Airport is publicly owned, employs 41
members of staff and recorded an operating expenses loss of $13,727m
dollars in 2017 to 2018 despite handling around 238,710 tonnes of
freight in the same year. The Applicant considers [REP7a-002, response
to ND.3.20] that this is a result of competition in the region, that due to
its public ownership a more long term financial view can be taken and it
is unclear what subsidies or tax breaks may be available to UPS or
Amazon, summarising that its business model is adapted to a different
economic and governance environment.

In respect to Rockford Airport, the EXA notes that the Applicant states
that “...we do not believe RFDs most recent accounts tell us anything
about the likely commercial success or otherwise of RSPs proposals for
Manston and should not be presented as such” [REP7a-002, response to
ND.3.20]. The ExA considers that this is reasonable; however, given such
losses, the nature of the local area and ownership of the airport it is also
not comparable to the Proposed Development in terms of a comparator
for showing likely or possible effects of a new integrator in a significantly
different economic and governance environment.

Passenger traffic

Whilst the application for development consent was made under
s23(5)(b) of the PA2008 - to increase by at least 10,000 per year the
number of air transport movements of cargo aircraft for which the airport
is capable of providing air cargo transport services - it is necessary also
to consider the issue of need for, and forecasts of, passenger air
transport movements.

The Azimuth Report [APP-085] forecasts some 975,000 passengers in the
10™ year of operation, and some 1.4mppa by year 20. York Aviation
[REP3-025] consider the passenger potential of the Proposed
Development in detail, concluding that the Proposed Development might
achieve around half of the humber of passengers (750,000) forecast
within the Azimuth Report, but consider to do so there would need to be
an allowance for passenger aircraft movements in the night period. They
also consider that the build up to such levels of passenger throughput
would be significantly slower than projected.
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5.6.152.

The Applicant notes that the passenger forecasts are not significantly
different to that by Avia Solutions [REP3-276] and notes that York
Aviation do not take account of the strengths of the local market and
attractions including cruise ships, language schools and Canterbury
Cathedral. They cite the example of Southend Airport as an example of
how an airport can grow quickly in passenger terms.

York Aviation [REP7-014] consider that the Avia Solutions report [REP3-
276] did not take account of greater infrastructure at Gatwick and Luton,
which would largely remove, in their view, the ‘spill’ component of the
forecasts which may have occurred due to insufficient capacity at these
airports. They also consider that the proposed night restrictions would
deter passenger airlines being based at the Proposed Development, citing
the lack of based Ryanair aircraft at Exeter in support of this view.
Further restrictions on passenger flights in terms of no such flights
between 09:00 and 11:30 and limiting passenger departures to one flight
only between the hours of 07:00 and 08:00, 11:30 to 11:44, and 11:45
to 12:00 were accepted by the Applicant [REP11-002] following
proposals put forward by the ExA for the purposes of managing ground
transportation and traffic effects. York Aviation also note that Southend
Airport accounts show that operating losses have increased from £3.6m
to £6.5m which, in their view, suggests that it may have been ‘buying
traffic’; that is taking reduced landing fees for passenger traffic to what
other airports may offer to entice airlines to base themselves at the
airport.

The Applicant is of the view that the passenger forecasts anticipated a
new runway at Heathrow and expansions of other South East airports
within their limits of core infrastructure capacity (in line with the AC and
DfT forecasts), and comment that Manston will be focused on serving
east and mid-Kent catchment which is the most remote in home counties
from other airports [REP9-006, response to ND.4.31]. It considers that
Southend has the same complementary role to Stansted as Manston will
to have Gatwick and Southampton and Bournemouth do to Heathrow. It
points out that they examined likely routes, as well as the market for
inbound Kent, London and South East visitors and niche markets like
Dover cruise ships.

The forecast levels which are similar to Avia Solutions are coincidental in
the Applicant’s view but points to a broadly consistent view of size of
market. It considers that spill to Gatwick and Luton would not have such
a great effect and does not agree that night flight restrictions would
restrict passengers, noting that Manston is some 45 to 50mins closer to
Europe than Exeter, making equivalent operating windows half an hour
later in the morning and earlier in the evening [REP9-006, response to
ND.4.31].

The Applicant also states that small numbers of military and
humanitarian operations may also be possible / attainable at Manston, at
similar levels to as before when the airport was last in operation (circa 50
a year) [APP-085].
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5.7.
5.7.1,

5.7.2.

5.7.3.

5.7.4.

5.7.5.

York Aviation provide a timetable of Ryanair UK flights in the week
commencing 24 June 2019 [REP9-129], detailing that across the UK 6%
of all departing flights were between 09:00 and 12:00, and for smaller
airports of a similar scale 19% of all departures between same times.
Imposing a night flight restriction as proposed in their view would have
significant impacts on airlines being able to schedule, and such
constraints would also increase the likelihood of needing arrivals after
23:00 to attain full utilisation of aircraft across the day. They also note
that at airports of the size of Manston operators such as KLM have a
heavy reliance on slots between 09:00 and 12:00 so as to feed into
Schiphol long haul departures.

The Proposed Development would clearly offer a useful service to people
in Kent and the Thames Estuary for passenger flights. However, it is also
clear that the passenger aviation market has a great deal of competition
and for some catchment areas the proposed development would be
competing with competitors at Gatwick, Stansted and Southend airports.
The night flight restrictions and further agreed proposed morning
restriction times would not help in this regard and therefore the full
extent of the Azimuth forecasts would be difficult to reach. The cited
accounts of Southend [REP7-014] also suggest that to achieve such
levels of passenger throughput costs would have to be extremely
competitive.

CONCLUSIONS

The EXA is mindful that the ANPS does not have effect in relation to an
application for development consent for an airport development not
comprised in an application relating to the Northwest Runway at
Heathrow and associated proposals for new and reconfigured terminal
capacity and, therefore, the application is examined under s105 of the
PA2008.

Nevertheless, the ANPS remains an important and relevant consideration
in the determination of such an application, particularly where it relates
to London or the South East of England.

Government policy states that the Government is minded to be
supportive of all airports which wish to make best use of their existing
runways, including those in the South East (ANPS paragraph 1.39).

The EXA considers that the Applicant’s forecasts, when seen in the light
of the historical performance of the airport seem ambitious. Previously
the airport did not go above around 50,000 tonnes of cargo and 200,000
passengers a year, compared to the 340,000 tonnes and 1.4mppa
forecast now.

The EXA accepts in this context that the investment levels proposed for
the airport are at a different level to that previously spent on the site and
notes anecdotal evidence that British Airways was previously in
discussion with Infratil but pulled out due to a lack of investment and
failure of the operator to provide a state-of-the-art facility. However,
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5.7.6.

5.7.7.

5.7.8.

5.7.9.

5.7.10.

conversely SHP make reference to Wiggins Group investing £6 to 7m on
new aprons and taxiways to increase freight capacity to 200,000 tonnes
per annum [REP5-028].

Although to a certain extent it may be a cause and effect situation, it is
also reasonable to suggest that the previous operators of the airport,
either Wiggins Group (of which one member of the Applicant’s team was
also involved) or Infratil, an experienced airport operator, would have
invested more heavily had there been a reasonable prospect of this
investment being repaid through increased traffic levels. While at this
time the new integrators were not around, Heathrow and Gatwick were
at similar levels of constraint.

Capacity

The third runway would clearly add to capacity substantially at London
Heathrow. The ANPS states that the Government estimates that a new
runway at Heathrow would result in an additional 43,000 long haul
flights. This would provide more space for cargo, a greater frequency of
services, and boost trade and GDP. It appears to the ExA that Heathrow
would be able to accommodate the projected 3m tonnes of air freight per
annum in due course and that more markets would likely be served by
routes from the Northwest Runway at Heathrow, should demand exist.
Heathrow is the dominant airport in the UK for air freight, and the
proposed third runway would build upon this, providing significant new
opportunities for bellyhold freight via new long-haul routes. While the 3m
tonnes of freight would not be achieved overnight it would be a
substantial uplift from the almost 1.7m tonnes carried in 2017 and
supply could rise roughly with demand.

London Stansted has reached agreement, subject to the signing of a
Section 106 Agreement with Uttlesford DC, to increase caps on the
airport from 35mppa and 274,000 air movements including 20,500 air
cargo movements, to 44.5mppa and 285,000 movements respectively.
While a substantial part of the business at Stansted is passenger focused,
the Airport clearly provides an important base for freight, with capacity
for both integrator traffic (Fed-Ex) and general freight. The Applicant’s
view is that Stansted airport has made a strategic choice to prioritise
passengers over freight but this is not objectively supported by the
evidence.

Stansted is clearly a busy airport and becoming busier. However, from
the evidence provided there appears to be a degree of capacity left at the
airport, including for freight movements with the airport forecasting a
growth to some 376,000 tonnes per year by 2028 from a level of
236,892 tonnes in 2017, involving 16,000 cargo movements a year (from
10,126 in 2017) and an increasing amount of bellyhold cargo alongside
the predicted growth in passenger numbers.

EMA is a major integrator hub with significant growth potential. Given
levels of passenger throughput at the airport, it is unlikely that there will
be significant strategic conflicts between passenger and cargo traffic. The
ExA does not consider that there is ‘substantial circumstantial evidence’
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5.7.11.
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5.7.14.

5.7.15.

5.7.16.

that there is likely to be little if any scope for general cargo operators to
stay overnight at EMA and it appears that the airport seeks to attract
both integrator and general freight traffic. Evidence is also noted of
germinative Amazon Air operations at the airport (via DHL), and the
substantial new warehouse and sorting centre adjacent to the airport
[REP05-029].

Demand and forecasts

The ExXA does not agree that zero growth forecast by the DfT is a
pragmatic view due to lack of capacity; the Department does not claim to
model freight in detail and have labelled it as an assumption. From the
evidence provided there is no clear view of the levels that demand for air
freight may grow, but levels of growth that do occur are likely to be
accommodated by the proposed new runway at Heathrow, should this
occur.

Should this not occur, there may be more demand available elsewhere,
although given the preponderance of facilities in northern Europe it may
be that this increases trucking levels rather than leading to a substantial
growth in levels of freight being handled at other UK airports.
Furthermore, growth in bellyhold at Gatwick and at other airports outside
the South East may occur.

The Applicant’s Azimuth Report [APP-085] is a comprehensive document
but the weight that the ExA can place on its forecasts is reduced by the
lack of interview transcripts available, and of the size and sample frame
of many of the interviewees, when considering the size of the forecasts
that are generated and there is little evidence that academic and industry
experts have validated the approach of the Azimuth Report. Furthermore,
there is little evidence that capacity available elsewhere such as at EMA,
or the impact of the proposed Northwest Runway at Heathrow have been
taken into account in the production of the forecasts.

The Northpoint Report [REP4-031] provides a valuable alternative source
to ‘back up’ the Azimuth Report. However, the limitations identified
within its model, particularly those considering the scope for migrating
between types of carrier and the impact of price (particularly when
considering differences between bellyhold and pure freight, and trucking)
appear to the ExXA to be substantial limitations in the case of the
Proposed Development and a more detailed model assessing such
variables was not available to the ExA.

The forecasts of Boeing and Airbus are useful in terms of noting overall
levels of global air cargo growth and provide support for the Northpoint
analysis. The ExXA do note however the previous considerable
overestimation of the number of freighters by these aircraft
manufactures.

The Avia Solutions Report forecast [REP3-276] provides a comprehensive
view of the viable potential of Manston Airport. The EXA note that this
report is independent; the brief from TDC did not indicate any desired
outcome and required an independent assessment advising whether or
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5.7.22.

not it is possible to run a viable and economically sustainable free-
standing airport operation from Manston. While the report was written in
2016 this remains relatively recent and it concludes that, even with a
generous assumption over air freight captured from trucking, airport
operations at Manston are very unlikely to be financially viable in the
longer term, and almost certainly not possible in the period to 2031.

While the Avia Solutions Report’s conclusions were based on viability,
this arises in the report from the authors’ assessment of potential and
forecasts for the airport - in other words, the need for the development.
Also of note is that the report considered capacity squeezes and a major
retail group, akin to Amazon basing themselves at the airport; neither
possibility led to a different conclusion. Due to the independence and
depth of this report, the ExA place significant weight on its findings.

On the basis of the evidence provided, the EXA considers that the
predominance of bellyhold freight in the UK market as opposed to pure
freight is to a large extent a by-product of the dominance of Heathrow in
the UK aviation market. The effect of the size of Heathrow, and the vast
range of destinations that are available from this hub airport have led to
the strength of bellyhold freight for UK purposes, particularly when
coupled with the relative ease of access to the large hub airports and
pure freight airports in northern Europe. Trucking is a necessary
mechanism to complete this overall market pattern and allows access to
the population and manufacturing capacity of northern Europe. In the
ExA’s view air freight would still primarily be attracted to the airports
with the widest possible global networks for reasons of economies of
scale.

It also appears logical to the ExA that bellyhold freight would be
significantly cheaper than pure freight and that this in itself also helps to
explain the dominance of bellyhold over pure freight, with much pure
freight dedicated to express integrators who can charge more for express
delivery times.

The Applicant considers that Manston could act in a complementary role
to bellyhold freight at Heathrow and integrator freight at EMA.

However, the ExA’s analysis of the predominance of bellyhold freight in
the UK (above) suggests that there is little complementary role to be had
- while some oversized freight items may be too large or bulky for
bellyhold travel, the vast majority of general freight can be carried in
bellyholds.

A useful point is made by the Applicant noting that the cargo industry is
fundamentally changing, and that this change needs an innovative
response which cannot be provided at constrained South East airports.
However, the change proposed by the Applicant appears to be largely
based on new integrators who would offer similar comprehensive delivery
patterns and structures to established integrators but with less strict time
restrictions. In the view of the ExA then the likely locations for such
integrators are likely to be closer to the centre of the country than
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Manston. While Manston can clearly offer good quick access to London
and much of the South East, a more central positions within the UK offers
more potential customers than just London and the South East can
provide; within a three hour drive from Manston only the South East and
parts of the East of England can be reached, whereas most of England
and Wales is within three hours of EMA.

Summary

The EXA is not convinced that there is a substantial gap between capacity
and demand for general air freight within the South East at present.
Capacity is available or could be available at other airports within the
South East or at other airports within reach of the South East should the
demand exist, and such capacity could largely be achieved relatively
simply through permitted development rights or existing facilities.

The EXA is of the opinion that general air freight would continue to be
well served in the UK with spare capacity at Stansted in the short term
(to 2030) and the proposed Northwest Runway at Heathrow in the longer
term, and that new integrators are more likely to wish to be sited in a
more central location. If constructed and operated then the Proposed
Development could carry out a role within the market focused on
perishables and oversized niche freight as previously but it seems
unlikely that tonnage achieved will be significantly more than previously
handled. Without the proposed Northwest Runway at Heathrow more
demand may be available but the ExA’s conclusions relating to new
integrators, that is that they would be more likely to base themselves in
a more central location to their other logistical operations, remain valid.

The Applicant argues that price is not the only determinant in where
freight business may go - factors such as facilities, speed, handling
efficiency and location all count too. While the ExA agree with this view,
it seems logical to assume that price is the main component in any
decision made and that bellyhold freight will generally be cheaper. If
demand were present, then facilities could be constructed at other
airports where speed and handling efficient could be largely matched to
the Applicant’s plan and the ExA is not convinced that the location of the
Proposed Development is entirely favourable.

In terms of passenger traffic, the full extent of the Azimuth Report
forecasts [APP-085] may be difficult to reach. However, the ExXA
considers that there would be a market for passenger traffic from the
airport although the extent to which such traffic would be viable for the
airport operators has not been assessed in depth.

GA was not examined in depth in the Examination, and the Azimuth
Report [APP-085] does not cover the subject in detail. Nevertheless, the
EXA notes the support for GA facilities in the APF and the NPPF
(paragraph 104) and the representations received on this matter.

Appendix 1 of the Applicant’s Overall Summary of Need Case [APP11-
013] states that little weight should be afforded to the submissions of
SHP given the withdrawal of this company’s objection to the Proposed
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Development. In this context however the EXA note the comments of
York Aviation, which states that they strongly refute criticism of their
work by the Applicant in its written answers and consider that they have
“provided substantial and well evidenced responses throughout the
process” [REP11-070].

Given all the above evidence, the ExA concludes that the levels of
freight that the Proposed Development could expect to handle are
modest and could be catered for at existing airports (Heathrow,
Stansted, EMA, and others if the demand existed). The ExA
considers that Manston appears to offer no obvious advantages to
outweigh the strong competition that such airports offer. The ExA
therefore concludes that the Applicant has failed to demonstrate
sufficient need for the Proposed Development, additional to (or
different from) the need which is met by the provision of existing
airports.
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6.2.

6.2.1.

6.2.2.

6.2.3.

6.2.4.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS IN
RELATION TO THE PLANNING ISSUES

INTRODUCTION

This chapter sets out the ExA detailed examination of the planning
issues. It is structured by topic area, as follows:

: Air quality

: Archaeology and the historic environment
Biodiversity

Climate change

Ground conditions
Landscape and visual impact
Noise

: Operations

6.10: Socio-economics

6.11: Traffic and transport

6.12: Water resources

0NN OO
OoOoNOTUPWN

Each section is structured to include the Applicant’s approach; issues
arising within the topic; relevant policy considerations; and the findings
and subsequent conclusions, including recommendations, of the EXA.

The planning issues in this chapter are approached in alphabetical order,
therefore no order of importance is established.

AIR QUALITY

Introduction

This section of the Recommendation Report considers the impact of air
emissions from construction and operation activities arising from the
Proposed Development. It also considers human health effects relating to
air quality.

TDC's LIR [REP3-010] highlights that the proposed fuel farm and outfall
pipeline are in the Thanet Urban AQMA, designhated in 2011. The flight
paths of the planes will cross this AQMA when landing on Runway 28 or
taking off from Runway 10.

Issues

The EXA identified as Principal Issues, in the Rule 6 letter notifying of the
PM, that air emissions during the construction and operation of the
Proposed Development would be an area that was both important and
relevant in the examination of the application. This was specifically
noting the potential for cumulative effects of road and air traffic,
including ground-based operations and the effects on the Thanet Urban
AQMA and designated sites.

A number of the RRs received raised air quality as an issue. These
included but were not limited to:
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6.2.11.
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Andrea Slaughter [RR-0073];
Ann Mary Lister [RR-0115];
Sherlock Aaron Oldale [RR-1809];
James Booth [RR-0718];

Keith Taylor MEP [RR-0964];

PHE [RR-1608]; and

Thanet Green Party [RR-1942].

Assessment

TDC highlights the TDC (2017) Air Quality Annual Status Report (ASR) -
June 2017, which the Applicant should consider. The Applicant responded
in their comments on the LIR, noting that this document was not
available when the original modelling was undertaken but that it had
since reviewed the documents and the information included had not
changed the conclusions of the assessment [REP4-028].

TDC in its LIR highlighted the link between air quality and health of
people living in the area [REP3-010].

CCC in its LIR stated [REP3-246]:

"4.1.2 CCC’s Environmental Health team have commented that the air
quality assessment submitted with the application does not identify any
human receptors within CCC’s district and raise no objections to the
application on air quality grounds.”

The Applicant agreed with CCC on this matter in their response to the
LIRs [REP4-028].

The EXA queried from the outset, the use of ADMS-Roads model rather
than ADMS-Airports model for modelling emissions and probed the
modelling of the interrelationships between the air quality modelling for
road traffic and aircraft. A number of questions relating to such matters
were put to the Applicant in the ExQ1 [PD-007].

During the Examination, following further traffic modelling undertaken by
the Applicant, the assessment methodology for the air quality
assessment was also questioned, leading to a further air quality
assessment to be submitted. This is examined in full and documented in
the findings sub-section of this section.

Impacts on designated sites

The EXA identified, due to the geographical proximity of the Proposed
Development, the potential for impacts from air quality on designated
nature sites.

Natural England in its WR [REP3-089] raised a humber of more detailed
issues relating the assessment of effect on designated sites, including but
not limited to: How the assessment study area had been determined; the
approach to predicting in-combination effects; choice of receptors; and
choice of designated sites.
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Natural England go on to note, that they agree with some of the
conclusions in the ES relating to air quality. Despite this, they also state:
“However Chapter 7, Section 10 assessment of air quality impacts on
designated sites needs to be completely revisited.” [REP3-089, section
3.4]

The ExA noted this and considered this matter further in the
Examination.

Mitigation measures

TDC in its LIR [REP3-010] set out a number of mitigation measures,
specifically referencing a guidance document produced by TDC ‘Thanet
District Council’s Air Quality Technical Planning Guidance (2016)’ (the AQ
Technical Planning Guidance), that it wished to see incorporated and
secured in the dDCO to ensure delivery. The mitigation measures
included electric charging points for vehicles and other matters set out in
Table 3 of the guidance noted above. Furthermore, TDC requested
dispersion modelling to be undertaken to demonstrate the effectiveness
of the mitigation proposed. The LIR goes on to discuss the monitoring it
sought to be undertaken and funded by a s106 Agreement.

TDC also notes:

“The ES does not include measures designed to “cancel out air quality
impacts” in accordance with TDC’s Air Quality Planning Guidance and
both existing policy EPO5 and proposed policy SE05."

The Applicant responded providing reasoning for this however also
agreed to implement the “standard mitigation” from the AQ Technical
Planning Guidance 2016. TDC also raised compliance of the CEMP with
Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) guidance which the Applicant
committed to in response [REP4-028].

TDC in its LIR [REP3-010] notes that they are in agreement with the
Applicant and their conclusions of no likely significant effects on air
quality “except for the forecast increase in air pollution in the Thanet
urban AQMA".

The Applicant has, in terms of mitigation, set out measures in a CEMP
[REP9-017]; OEMP [REP9-011]; and REAC [REP11-009]. Whilst TDC's
LIR [REP3-010] notes the inclusion by the Applicant of these documents
and the mitigation therein, it went on to request further mitigation be
considered in line with IAQM guidance.

In relation to air quality matters, the Environment Agency, in its RR
confirmed that it did not have any comments to make on the
methodology of the assessment or on the securing of the mitigation in
the CEMP, OEMP, Dust Management Plan (DMP) or REAC [RR-0538].

The Applicant on the final day of the Examination 9 July 2019 submitted
a s106 UU aimed at securing additional mitigation and monitoring [AS-
584].
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The EXA note the request from TDC and agreement by the Applicant in
the SoCG [REP6-011] relating to the use of a s106 contribution to secure
funding for a monitoring station and associated maintenance and
operation.

Having reviewed the UU [AS-584], the ExA notes the securing of funding
for such monitoring. The UU does not however secure any mitigation, by
virtue of the fact that it does not secure the measures to be undertaken

as a result of the findings of the monitoring.

As such, whilst the EXA acknowledges the content of the UU and
appreciates the benefits to TDC of securing funding for monitoring, the
presence of the UU does not weigh into the balance of the consideration
of air quality effects.

Other related matters
Conservation Area and AQMA>3

Since December 1997 each local authority in the UK has been carrying
out a review and assessment of air quality in their area. This involves
measuring air pollution and trying to predict how it will change in the
next few years. The aim of the review is to make sure that the national
air quality objectives™* will be achieved throughout the UK by the
relevant deadlines.

These objectives have been put in place to protect people's health and
the environment. If a Local Authority finds any places where the
objectives are not likely to be achieved, it must declare an AQMA there.
This area could be just one or two streets, or it could be much bigger.
Then the local authority will put together a plan to improve the air quality
- a Local Air Quality Action Plan.

TDC in its LIR [REP3-010] raised concerns regarding the impact on the
Conservation Area as a result of increase of air pollution within the
AQMA, in particular the High Street, St Lawrence.

TDC in its LIR [REP3-010] states:

"4.4.5 A small part of the proposed development (fuel farm and outfall
pipeline) is located within the Thanet Urban Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA) which was designated in 2011. The flight paths of the planes will
cross this AQMA when landing on Runway 28 or taking off from Runway
10. This AQMA is the largest in Kent and covers the majority of the built-
up areas of the District. Any adverse impacts on this AQMA will cause
significant affects for those living and working in this area and
particularly at High Street St Lawrence, Ramsgate where baseline levels
are relatively high.”

>4 Available at: https://uk-

air.defra.gov.uk/assets/documents/National air quality objectives.pdf
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6.2.29.

6.2.30.

6.2.31.

6.2.32.

6.2.33.

6.2.34.

Relevant policy considerations
Airports National Policy Statement

The ANPS provides the primary basis for decision making on
development consent for a Northwest Runway at Heathrow Airport and is
an important consideration with regard to other applications for runways
and airport infrastructure in London and the South East (paragraph 1.12
of ANPS).

The ANPS states that the Applicant should undertake an assessment of
the project in the ES. This should assess:

»  “Existing air quality levels for all relevant pollutants referred to in the
Air Quality Standards Regulations 2010 and the National Emission
Ceilings Regulations 2002 (as amended) or referred to in any
successor regulations;

» Forecasts of levels for all relevant air quality pollutants at the time of
opening, (a) assuming that the scheme is not built (the 'future
baseline’), and (b) taking account of the impact of the scheme,
including when at full capacity; and

» Any likely significant air quality effects of the scheme, their mitigation
and any residual likely significant effects, distinguishing between
those applicable to the construction and operation of the scheme
including any interaction between construction and operational
changes and taking account of the impact that the scheme is likely to
cause on air quality arising from road and other surface access
traffic.”

The ANPS goes on to set out that mitigation measures put forward should
be acceptable and may affect the project design, layout, construction and
operation. The mitigation measures should also be subject to
consultation with local communities and relevant stakeholders. This will
ensure that the most effective measures are taken forward.

The EXA considers that the ANPS is important and relevant.

The Air Quality Standards Regulations 2010

The Air Quality Standards Regulations 2010 came into force on 11 June
2010 and transpose Directive 2008/50/EC into UK legislation. The limit
values in Directive 2008/50/EC are transposed into the Regulations with
attainment dates in line with the Directive. The limit values in the Air
Quality Standards Regulations 2010 are generally referred to as Air
Quality Standards (AQS).

AQSs are legally binding limits on concentrations of pollutants in the
atmosphere which can broadly be taken to achieve a certain level of
environmental quality. The standards are based on the assessment of the
effects of each pollutant on human health including the effects of
sensitive groups or on ecosystems.

National Emissions Ceiling Regulations 2018
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6.2.36.

6.2.37.

6.2.38.

6.2.39.

These Regulations implement, in the United Kingdom, Directive
2016/2284/EU of the European Parliament and the Council relating to
national emission ceilings for certain atmospheric pollutants, which
implements at the EU level obligations under the United Nations
Economic Commission for Europe 1979 Convention on Long-Range
Transboundary Air Pollution and its 1999 Protocol to Abate Acidification,
Eutrophication and Ground-level Ozone, which was revised in 2012.

Clean Air Strategy, 201955

The Clean Air Strategy sets out the comprehensive action that is required
from across all parts of government and society to meet air quality goals.
New legislation will create a stronger and more coherent framework for
action to tackle air pollution. This will be underpinned by new England-
wide powers to control major sources of air pollution, in line with the risk
they pose to public health and the environment, plus new local powers to
take action in areas with an air pollution problem. These will support the
creation of Clean Air Zones to lower emissions from all sources of air
pollution, backed up with clear enforcement mechanisms.

The Air Quality Strategy for England, Scotland, Wales and
Northern Ireland 2011

The 2011 Air Quality Strategy for England, Scotland Wales and Northern
Ireland provides a framework for improving air quality at a national and
local level and supersedes the previous strategy published in 2007. It
imposes a number of obligations on local authorities to manage air
quality. It does not directly impose obligations on developers.

Central to the Air Quality Strategy are health-based criteria for certain air
pollutants; these criteria are based on medical and scientific reports on
how and at what concentration each pollutant affects human health. The
Air Quality Objectives (AQO) derived from these criteria are policy
targets often expressed as a maximum ambient concentration not to be
exceeded, either without exception or with a permitted number of
exceedances, over a specified averaging period. At paragraph 22 of the
2007 Air Quality Strategy, the point is made that the objectives are:

"..a statement of policy intentions or policy targets. As such, there is no
legal requirement to meet these objectives except where they mirror any
equivalent legally binding limit values..."

The AQOs, based on a selection of the objectives in the Air Quality
Strategy, were incorporated into UK legislation through the Air Quality
(England) Regulations 2000.

5 Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/at
tachment data/file/770715/clean-air-strateqgy-

2019.pdf? ga=2.214236564.2034795591.1566640361-889884401.1550681991
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6.2.40.

6.2.41.

6.2.42.

6.2.43.

6.2.44.

6.2.45.

Compliance with the AQOs should focus on areas where members of the
general public are regularly present over the duration of the
concentration averaging period specific to the relevant AQO.

WHO Air Quality Guidelines for Europe

The aim of the World Health Organisation (WHO) guidelines is to provide
a basis for protecting public health from the adverse effects of air
pollutants and to eliminate or reduce exposure to those pollutants that
are known or likely to be hazardous to human health or well-being.
These guidelines are intended to provide guidance and information to
international, national and local authorities making risk management
decisions, particularly in setting AQS.

Environmental Assessment Levels

The Environment Agency guidance note ‘Air emissions risk assessment
for your environmental permit’ contains long and short-term
Environmental Assessment Levels (EALs) for releases to air derived from
a number of published UK and international sources. For the pollutants
considered in this study, these EALs are equivalent to the AQS and AQOs
set in force by the Air Quality Strategy for England, Scotland Wales and
Northern Ireland.

The guidance note includes two additional EALs of relevance to this
assessment. The first is a limit of 75 pg m—3 on the maximum daily
mean NOx at ecological receptors. In general, current conditions in the
UK are such that elevated concentrations of Oz or SO2 can exacerbate
NOx effects; but such occurrences are rare. As such, it is considered that
200 uyg m—3 is the more appropriate assessment level for daily mean
NOx.

IAQM / Environmental Protection UK (EPUK) Guidance for Human
Receptors

Although no official procedure exists for classifying the magnitude and
significance of air quality effects from a new development for EIA
purposes, guidance issued by the IAQM and EPUK suggests ways to
address the issue. In the IAQM / EPUK guidance, the magnitude of
impact due to an increase / decrease in annual mean NO2 and PMyo is
described as “negligible”, “slight”, “moderate” or “substantial”, taking
into account both the change in concentration at a receptor brought
about by a new development as a percentage of the assessment level,

and the actual concentration at that receptor.

Environment Agency Guidance for Human Receptors

Environment Agency guidance gives criteria for screening out, source
contributions in the context of environmental permit applications.
Although intended for use in evaluating permit applications, it is often
used for planning applications where no better guidance is available
(particularly for ecological receptors). This guidance suggests applicants
first perform a screening assessment and, if the results of that do not
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6.2.46.

6.2.47.

6.2.48.

6.2.49.

6.2.50.

meet the screening-out criteria, then perform a detailed modelling
assessment.

This guidance also introduces the terms ‘process contribution’ (PC),
meaning the concentration or deposition rate resulting from the
installation activities only, excluding other sources, and ‘predicted
environmental concentration’ (PEC), meaning the total modelled
concentration, equal to the PC plus the background contribution.

For human receptors, there is no need for further assessment if the
screening calculation finds that:

= Both the following are met:
o The short-term PC is less than 10% of the short-term air
quality assessment level (AQAL); and
o The long-term PC is less than 1% of the long-term AQAL;
» Or both the following are met:
o The short-term PEC is less than 20% of the short-term AQAL;
and
o The long-term PEC is less than 70% of the long-term AQAL.

National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Policy
Guidance

The revised NPPF was published in February 2019. Paragraph 170.e of
the NPPF states that:

"...Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the
natural and local environment by: preventing new and existing
development from contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk from,
or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or
noise pollution or land instability. Development should, wherever
possible, help to improve local environmental conditions such as air and
water quality, taking into account relevant information such as river
basin management plans.” And that: “"The environmental impact of the
Proposed Development will be a material consideration during the
planning process.”

Paragraph 181 of the NPPF states that:

"Planning policies and decisions should sustain and contribute towards
compliance with relevant limit values or national objectives for pollutants,
taking into account the presence of Air Quality Management Areas and
Clean Air Zones, and the cumulative impacts from individual sites in local
areas. Opportunities to improve air quality or mitigate impacts should be
identified, such as through traffic and travel management, and green
infrastructure provision and enhancement. So far as possible these
opportunities should be considered at the plan making stage, to ensure a
strategic approach and limit the need for issues to be reconsidered when
determining individual applications. Planning decisions should ensure that
any new development in ARPs and Clean Air Zones is consistent with the
local air quality action plan.”

The EXA considers that the NPPF is important and relevant.
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6.2.52.

6.2.53.

6.2.54.

6.2.55.

6.2.56.

6.2.57.

Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) on air quality sets out details relating to
information that is available about air quality, when consideration of air
quality is relevant to a planning decision, the detail expected in an air
quality assessment and mitigation amongst others.

The EXA considers that the PPG is important and relevant.

Air Quality Technical Planning Guidance (August 2016), in
conjunction with the Kent and Medway Air Quality Partnership

The Kent and Medway Air Quality Partnership has prepared AQ Technical
Planning Guidance aimed at Local Authorities, developers and
consultants. The document pulls together planning policy and guidance,
summarises the information that is required to support an application,
describes the air quality assessment process, and discusses approaches
to mitigation. It has no legal status but acts as a guidance note
summarising requirements and best practice for managing air quality
within the planning process.

Thanet Local Plan 2006 ‘Saved’ Policies [REP3-010 and REP3-
143]

Policy EC2 - Kent International Airport:

“Proposals that would support the development, expansion and
diversification of Kent International Airport will only be permitted subject
to the following requirements: [...]

“An Air Quality Assessment in compliance with Policy EP5, to
demonstrate that the development will not lead to a harmful
deterioration in air quality. permission will not be given for development
that would result in national air quality objectives being exceeded.”

Policy EP5 - Local Air Quality Monitoring:

“"Proposals for new development that would result in the national air-
quality objectives being exceeded will not be permitted. Development
proposals that might lead to such an exceedance, or to a significant
deterioration in local air quality resulting in unacceptable effects on
human health, local amenity or the natural environment, will require the
submission of an air quality assessment, which should address:

» the existing background levels of air quality;

» the cumulative effect of further emissions; and

» the feasibility of any measures of mitigation that would prevent the
national air quality objectives being exceeded, or would reduce the
extent of air quality deterioration.”

The EXA considers that the saved policies of the LP are important and
relevant and carry significant weight.

Emerging Draft Thanet Local Plan to 2031 Policies [REP3-010 and
REP3-143]

Policy SEOQ5 - Air Quality states:

MANSTON AIRPORT: TR020002
REPORT TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT: 18 OCTOBER 2019 112


https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003135-Thanet%20Disctrict%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Report%20Manston%20Airport.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003273-Kent%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003273-Kent%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003135-Thanet%20Disctrict%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Report%20Manston%20Airport.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003273-Kent%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Report.pdf

6.2.58.

6.2.59.

6.2.60.

"All major development schemes should promote a shift to the use of
sustainable low emission transport to minimise the impact of vehicle
emissions on air quality, development will be located where it is
accessible to support the use of public transport, walking and cycling.

New development must ensure that users are not significantly adversely
affected by the air quality and include mitigation measures where
appropriate.

All developments which either individually or cumulatively are likely to
have a detrimental impact on air quality, will be required to submit an Air
Quality and/or Emissions Mitigation Assessment, in line with the Air
Quality Technical Planning Guidance 2016 and any subsequent revisions.

The Air Quality Assessment should address the cumulative effect of
further emissions.

The Emission Mitigation Assessment should address any proposed
mitigation measures through good design and offsetting measures that
would prevent the National Air Quality Objectives being exceeded or
reduce the extent of the air quality deterioration. These will be of
particular importance within the urban AQMA, associated areas and areas
of lower air quality.

Proposals that fail to demonstrate these will not be permitted.”

The EXA is mindful that the eLP is currently being examined and whilst it
is at an advanced stage of production, the above policies could be
subject to change. Nonetheless, the ExA considers the policies important
and relevant.

Findings
Assessment methodology, study area and necessary restrictions

The Applicant in Chapter 6 of the ES [APP-033] outlines the relevant
policy, legislation and guidance that has informed the assessment
(Section 6.2) and the data gathering methodology that was adopted as
part of the assessment (Section 6.3). This leads on to a description of the
scope of the assessment (Section 6.4), the overall baseline conditions
(Section 6.5 and Appendix 6.2 [APP-044]), the environmental
management measures incorporated into the Proposed Development
(Section 6.6) and the assessment methodology (Section 6.7 and
Appendix 6.3 APP-044). The chapter discusses and concludes with the
results of the assessment (Sections 6.8 to 6.13) and a summary of the
significance of the Proposed Development’s air quality impacts (Section
6.14). Chapter 6 is supported by figures 6.1 to 6.22 [APP-040]. ES
Chapter 6, paragraph 6.1.6 sets out the limitations to the assessment.

The Applicant’s assessment calculated rates of emissions of air NO2, PMio
and PMzs pollutants from the principal sources of air quality impacts,
namely:

*» Plant and equipment used during the construction phase;
» road traffic generated during the construction phase;
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6.2.61.

6.2.62.

6.2.63.

6.2.64.

» aircraft and airside plant and equipment during the operation phase;
and
» road traffic generated during the operation phase.

The Applicant used a dispersion model [APP-040, figures 6.10 to 6.21 for
NO2, PMio and PM2.s] to calculate the resulting ground-level
concentrations of air pollutants, averaged over both short and long-term
periods for the receptors identified in figures 6.1 to 6.6 [APP-040].
These concentrations were then evaluated for significance in relation to
the AQS and assessment levels set in legislation and in Government and
international guidance [APP-033].

Updates and iterations of the ES topic chapter and assessments are
discussed below. The documents are to be read alongside the documents
listed in paragraphs 5.2.56 and 5.2.57 above as comprising the EIA
relating to air quality:

* Addendum to ES Chapter 6 [APP-033, REP6-016];

= RIAA Appendix I - Modelling and Assessment of Nitrogen and Acid
Deposition [REP7a-014];

= Air Quality and Road Traffic Model Inputs [REP8-020];

= Manston Noise and Air Quality Flows — KCC Model Year 2 [REP8- 021];

= Road Traffic Model Inputs [REP8-022]; and

= Noise and Air Quality Traffic Flows KCC Model [REP8-023].

In addition to the above, the Applicant’s environmental management of
the construction works associated with the Proposed Development will be
delivered via the implementation of the CEMP [REP9-017]. It outlines
the environmental procedures that require consideration throughout the
construction process in accordance with legislative requirements and
construction industry best practice guidance. This is secured via
Requirement (R) 6 in the dDCO.

The Applicant’s environmental management measures associated with
the operation of the Proposed Development will be delivered via the
implementation of a separate OEMP [REP9-011]. The only mitigation
measures related to the operation of the Proposed Development included
in the CEMP are those which are relevant to parts of the Proposed
Development which will be operational before construction is completed.
This is secured via R7 in the dDCO.

The REAC [REP11-008] summarises the Applicant’s committed mitigation
measures for air quality effects. Cross-references are provided to the
‘Requirements’ that will secure the commitments in the dDCO. Table 2.1
contains the actions and commitments relating to construction of the
Proposed Development and Table 3.1 contains those relating to the
operation of the Proposed Development. Appendix A details the
management plans which will be in place during construction and
operation of the Proposed Development, to enforce the mitigation
measures listed within the REAC. Table 2.1 at pages 2 and 3 details
specific air quality control measures during construction and Table 3.1 at
pages 48, 49 and 50 details specific noise control measures during
operation [REP11-008]. The REAC is secured via R7 in the dDCO.
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6.2.65.

6.2.66.

6.2.67.

6.2.68.

6.2.69.

6.2.70.

Air quality modelling and assessment
PHE in its RR stated [RR-1608]:

“3) Emissions to Atmosphere

We agree with the rationale that the major pollutants of concern are
nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and particulate matter of 10/2.5 um diameter and
smaller (PM10/PM2.5).

We note the inclusion of an odour assessment at the request of both
Thanet District Council and the Planning Inspectorate. The current
assessment appears to focus predominantly on odour from fuel and
aircraft emissions. We request confirmation that potential odour from
groundworks in /remediation of historically contaminated land will be
addressed either via the CEMP or a similar mechanism.

We welcome the inclusion of an assessment of the impact of road
transport on local air quality and are satisfied with the methodology
employed to undertake the assessment and the conclusions drawn”.

PHE in its RR [RR-1608] went on to identify that ES Chapter 6, Section
6.4.3 concludes “effects only occurring at high concentrations of NO:z
applies only to effects of short-term exposures”.

PHE requested that:

"...the applicant should demonstrate that the EU limit value for short term
average concentrations (200 ug m-3 as a 1-hour average) [Redacted]
will not be exceeded. WHO (2006) noted a meta-analysis indicating
effects at levels exceeding this concentration.”

PHE in the same representation highlights the methodology used in ES
Volume 13 - Appendix 14.1 to 17.3 (paragraph 6.35) and suggests “An
assessment based on the HRAPIE [Health Risks of Air Pollution in Europe]
approach would therefore be expected to over-estimate effects
associated with NO2 emissions and thus it can be considered to be
conservative and protective of health”.

The Applicant instead of HRAPIE has used Committee on the Medical
Effects of Air Pollutants (COMEAP) to inform their health assessment.
This matter was not raised again in the WR and, therefore, was not
responded to by the Applicant in its response to the comments raised in
WRs [REP4-025].

Natural England in its WR [REP3-089] raised the following concerns and
request additional information relating to the air quality assessment
methodology:

= The incorrect method of assessment adopted to the in-combination
assessment — where it is the Process Contribution that must be
assessed in combination with other plans or projects;

MANSTON AIRPORT: TR020002
REPORT TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT: 18 OCTOBER 2019 115


https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/south-east/manston-airport/?ipcsection=relreps&ipcpagesizesubmit=Apply&ipcsearch=barbara+warner&ipcpagesize=500&relrep=28003
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/south-east/manston-airport/?ipcsection=relreps&ipcpagesizesubmit=Apply&ipcsearch=barbara+warner&ipcpagesize=500&relrep=28003
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003629-Comments%20on%20Written%20Representations.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003286-Natural%20England%20-%20Written%20Representation.pdf

6.2.71.

6.2.72.

6.2.73.

6.2.74.

» the presentation of the 1% screening criterion used in the
assessment, which should be rounded and not used to decimal point
accuracy;

» the approach to calculation of the background contributions to
emissions, and specifically that an updated air quality assessment
should ensure that any approved development that has been built
since 2015 is added to the Air Pollution Information System (APIS)
stated background, to ensure that the background is up to date;

= provision of contour plots to clearly show where the Process
Contribution of NOx is more than 1% (or relevant proxy) where the
background is at or over 100% of the critical level, overlain with
habitat data to illustrate the potential effects on designated sites; and

= an updated assessment of the impact of NOx from construction and
operation phase effects for years 2, 6 and 20.

Natural England went on to state:

“Where Defra maps are used instead for near roadside locations, we
welcome the use of a model adjustment factor to correct possible under
prediction from Defra maps and also that the most sensitive habitat has
been considered at the designated sites. We also welcome the use of
conservative assumptions and the CURED model.”

Natural England summarise its position in the WR as agreeing with the
conclusions on:

» Acidity levels on ecological receptors;

*» nutrient nitrogen deposition on all years modelled for major
receptors; and

» daily mean NOx (short-term) on ecological receptors.

However, Natural England raised concerns on annual mean impacts not
all having undergone further assessment and need for remodelling in
relation to ES Chapter 7, section 10 in relation to designated sites,
concluding:

"Until the further information requested in the above paragraphs have
been presented, Natural England’s view is that a conclusion of no adverse
effect on the integrity of the designated sites from air quality impacts is
premature.”

In response to the comments raised by Natural England in its WR [REP4-
025], the Applicant in its comments on WRs at D4 noted:

"The road traffic data uses Tempro factors and also takes into account
the effects of the Local Plan on traffic growth. These traffic flows are
used for the future baseline scenario and are also included in the With-
Development scenario. Therefore, the air quality impacts of future traffic
growth are not included in the PC results presented in the ES, but are
included in the PEC.” [...]
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6.2.75.

6.2.76.

6.2.77.

6.2.78.

6.2.79.

6.2.80.

“The use of 1.5% rather than 1.0% as a threshold is based on IAQM
guidance quoted in paragraph 6.2.40 of the ES [APP-033]. Although this
guidance predates the Wealden case there is nothing in the judgement
which contradicts the reasoning behind this guidance.”

The Applicant also clarified, that in its view, the APIS model that it had
used in its assessment is conservative and that “No other plans or
projects have been identified that are likely to generate enough
emissions to overturn this conclusion.”

The Applicant also provided commentary on why contouring had not been
provided for the road transport, in that effects are “normally confined to
receptors within a few tens of metres of the road, contour plots are
harder to read and of less value for road sources than they are for
extensive area sources such as the airport”.

The Applicant submitted at D3, attached to its covering letter [REP3-
188], Enclosure 2 with a link to [APP-044], an errata submission stating:

"Appendix 6.5: In the first spreadsheet (Concentrations at
receptors_Year2), the annual mean NOx at receptor E24 should be a
process contribution of 0.25 ug m—3 and a predicted environmental
concentration of 26.15 uyg m-3."

The EXA notes the Applicant’s responses to all of the points made by
Natural England in its comments on WRs [REP4-025]. However, following
the submission by the Applicant of updated documentation relating to
traffic and transport, further queries were raised with regard to this
information and its relationship with the air quality assessment, noting
comments by Natural England and PHE specifically. This particular inter-
relationship point is discussed in detail below under the sub-heading
‘Inter-relationship between the transport and the air quality modelling’.

Whilst noting the inter-relationship, the ExXA continued to probe the air
quality assessment noting Natural England’s and PHE’s continued
concerns as the statutory consultees to Government. PHE submitted a
SoCG at D5 [REP5-017] which did not reference air quality, nor did its
D7a response to written questions [REP7a-039]. These included queries
regarding the number and mix of aircraft used in the air quality
assessment to ensure a worst-case scenario and how this is related to
the noise assessment, inclusion of road traffic in the NOx emissions, any
impact on the AQMA following the submission of the updated information
and how the assessment as accounted for changes in ground transport
fleet through the time periods assessed. The EXA required responses to a
number of points for D6.

In response, the Applicant notes differences between the number and
mix of aircraft used in the air quality and noise assessments however
concludes that this does not affect the conclusions of the assessment. In
terms of GA movements, the Applicant confirmed that 38,000
movements have been modelled. In response to the other matters and to
ensure consistency with the latest TA submitted by the Applicant, an
updated air quality assessment was submitted to the Examination [REP6-
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6.2.81.

6.2.82.

6.2.83.

016]. The Applicant confirmed that this document aimed to address
comments made above in relation to the methodology and assessment
and concludes there are:

“No exceedances of any air quality objectives for human health are
forecast within the Thanet AQMA or at any other modelled receptor
location, in any of the modelled scenarios.”

At the same deadline, Natural England’s noted [REP6-048], following the
submission by the Applicant of an updated Transport Assessment (TA),
the following as being required:

» An updated air quality assessment taking account of the updated
transport modelling that has been carried out, and including an in-
combination assessment of the Process Contributions (PC) from the
proposal and other plans or projects;

= the updated air quality assessment should ensure that any approved
development that has been built since 2015 is added to the APIS
stated background - this is necessary so that the background that is
being used in the air quality modelling is up to date;

= contour plots to clearly show where the PC of NOx is more than 1%
(or relevant proxy) where the background is at or over 100% of the
Critical Level - this should be overlain with habitat data to clearly
illustrate the potential effects on designated sites; and

= an updated consideration of the impact of NOx from construction and
operation phase effects for years 2, 6 and 20 on designated sites.

Some of this information was provided at D6 as discussed above, in the
form of an updated air quality assessment [REP6-016]. The EXA, in
considering the information submitted by the Applicant, and the views of
Natural England, published the ExQ3. Ec.3.3 queried the challenge by
Natural England that PC had been incorrectly assessed in relation to
future traffic growth. The Applicant [REP7a-002] confirmed that this was
addressed in the updated air quality assessment submitted at D6 [REP6-
016]. The representation goes on to explain how this was achieved. In
relation to the use of the APIS model, the Applicant confirmed that:

"No plans or projects have been identified, including in the Thanet Draft
Local Plan, which will significantly increase background deposition rates,
except through an increase in road traffic. Increases in road traffic have
been taken into account in the forecast modelling by using traffic flows
from the revised Transport Assessment [REP5-021], which includes
growth associated with the Local Plan and other plans and projects from
the TSTM. This ensures that other plans and projects are appropriately
addressed in the in-combination assessment.”

The Applicant also provided Figure 4.5 as part of [REP6-016]:

“...indicating where the AQAL (30 ug m-3) and 70% of the AQAL (21 ug
m—23) contours fall in relation to designated sites at which these
thresholds are met or exceeded. This contour plot presents the data in
accordance with the assessment approach adopted for the NOx
assessment submitted at Deadline 6 [REP6-016]".
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6.2.84.

6.2.85.

6.2.86.

6.2.87.

6.2.88.

6.2.89.

6.2.90.

The Applicant also provided “An updated consideration of the impact of
NOx from construction and operation phase effects for years 2, 6 and 20
on designated sites” as part of [REP6-016].

Natural England at D8 [REP8-028] confirmed that the revised air quality
assessment [REP6-016] “is acceptable” relating to the concerns raised
above.

In concluding on the appropriateness of the air quality assessment
methodology, the ExA has considered both air quality assessments and
supporting documents. The ExA considers that the methodology used by
the Applicant in the revised air quality assessment (including the link
road), which addresses the concerns raised by Natural England, is
acceptable.

The Applicant has acknowledged the original air quality assessment was
not updated to reflect Natural England’s comments and the ExA
concludes that both assessments, taken together, comprise an air
quality assessment which can be relied upon as providing an
assessment of the worst-case scenario. The ExA however
recommends that the assessment would be more robust if the
Applicant had also addressed the comments made by Natural
England in the original assessment, noting that such updates
were unlikely to materially change the conclusions of the original
assessment. The SoS may wish to request this update.

The ExA concludes that in terms of meeting the 2017 EIA
Regulations, the Applicant has undertaken an assessment into
the likely significant effects.

Inter-relationship between the transport and the air quality
modelling

Noting the conclusions above, the ExA asked a number of questions in
ExQ1 [PD-007] in relation to the modelling used to model the air quality
effects, the transport modelling used and the inter-relationship between
the two. The Applicant responded at D3 [REP3-195] to explain that
contours, when effects are within tens of metres of the road are difficult
to plot and read and therefore it was not possible to correlate the
impacts of the airport (with which contour mapping had been provided)
with traffic effects. The Applicant went on to note that traffic effects on
air quality were concluded to be negligible everywhere within the AQMA.
Furthermore, the Applicant was confident that any assumptions were
worst-case and therefore the concluded effect would be over-estimated.

ES Chapter 6 [APP-033] was informed by the TA prepared in support of
ES Chapter 14: Traffic and Transport [APP-034]. During the Examination
however and following the development by KCC of a SATURN strategic
highway model (the Thanet Strategic Transport Model (TSTM)) and the
request from the ExA to ensure robust modelling, the Applicant
submitted at D3 a revised TA and updated ES chapter using the TSTM.
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6.2.91.

6.2.92.

6.2.93.

6.2.94.

6.2.95.

6.2.96.

Subsequently, the Applicant prepared an addendum to the ES in relation
to air quality [REP6-016]. This document was prepared and submitted at
D6 to address issues raised by IPs and summarise the implications of the
latest transport model on the air quality assessment impact in relation to
annual mean NOx and daily mean NOx concentration. This formed an
addendum to the ES [APP-033, APP-034 and APP-035].

The Applicant concluded in Table 4.15 [REP6-016]:

"There are no new or existing predicted exceedances of the AQAL at
receptors around the airport. The impact is classified as moderate under
IAQM/EPUK criteria at some properties close to the airport and also
fronting onto roads, but properties are below the AQAL. In view of the
conservatism of the modelling, this impact is considered to be of low to
medium significance.

At receptors where the existing concentrations of NO: are high, around
High Street St. Lawrence and The Square Birchington, the modelled
contribution from the airport is no more than 0.6ug m—3, which is
classified as a slight impact under the IAQM/EPUK criteria. However, this
assumes that there is no reduction from current levels, whereas the
current trend is for concentrations to fall by approximately 0.4ug m—3
per year, and a drop of just 1ug m—3 in background concentrations will
reduce the impact classification to negligible. This impact is therefore not
considered significant.”

In addition to this, at D7a, the Applicant produced at Appendix I of the
RIAA, a note to inform the implications for nitrogen and acid deposition
[REP7a-014]. Following the submission of these two documents, Natural
England at D10 [REP10-007] confirmed that it was satisfied in relation to
NOx assessment.

Natural England at D9 [REP9-025] confirmed that the revised air quality
assessment addressed the previous concerns relating the Applicant’s
approach to in-combination assessment. Natural England stated:

"We understand from the Applicant that they are relying on the in
combination assessment for NOx, set out in [REP6-016] and the in
combination assessment for nitrogen and acid deposition set out in
Appendix I [REP7a-014] for the RIAA. Natural England agrees with this
approach.”

However, the revised TA is based on a scenario where an alternative link
road (the Manston-Haine link road) is implemented. The implementation
of this road is not included in the dDCO and therefore cannot be
guaranteed by the Applicant or the ExA. Discussion relating to the TAs
undertaken and the robustness of the approach can be found in that
section of this chapter that deals with traffic and transport and are not
rehearsed here.

In ExQ4 the ExA asked [PD-020, Ec.4.5] for the Applicant to clarify which
of the two air quality assessments carried out by the Applicant should be
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6.2.97.

6.2.98.

6.2.99.

6.2.100.

6.2.101.

relied upon in ensuring potentially significant effects are assessed as part
of the ES.

The Applicant’s response confirms that:

"The RIAA [REP7a-014] relies on the air quality assessment contained
within the ES addendum submitted at Deadline 6 [REP6-016] for NOx,
and Appendix I to the RIAA [REP7a-014]) for nitrogen deposition and
acid deposition.”

To ensure a full understanding, the ExA also requested in Ec.4.5 [PD-
020] an explanation as to whether the original air quality assessment
addresses Natural England’s concerns raised in previous representations.
This was directed at the Applicant and Natural England. Natural England
responded stating that:

"...if the Applicant now wishes to rely on the original Transport
Assessment which did not include a Manston-Haine link road, then
Natural England’s view is that the air quality assessment would have to
be re-done. This is because the original air quality assessment contained
numerous inaccuracies and did not contain an in combination
assessment” [REP9-025]

The Applicant went on to state [REP9-010] that:

"The original air quality assessment, reached similar conclusions to those
reported in the ES Addendum. It was not updated to take into account
Natural England’s comments as the revised TA and data associated with
the Thanet Strategic Transport Model had, by then become the primary
basis for assessment. Nonetheless, it may be necessary to make minor
updates to the air quality assessment contained in the original ES to be
certain that NE would be completely satisfied. Given the similarity of
results between the two assessments, this would seem entirely
unnecessary. As has been noted in other parts of the Applicant’s
submission, the original TA (and any results associated with it) should be
considered as a highly robust sensitivity test for issues such as this and
not as a limitation to the assessment.”

The Applicant did not, during the Examination, update the original air
quality assessment based on the original TA to address ExA’s and Natural
England’s comments regarding the robustness of the assessment. As
such the EXA is left in the situation where both air quality assessments
submitted to the Examination contain uncertainties.

Noting, the conclusions above in terms of the methodology used in both
the original and revised air quality assessments, the EXA considered the
inputs used for those assessment in relation to ground based traffic and
transport following the submission of an updated TA. The ExA
acknowledges the changes in overall emissions from the revised TA
(including the link road) compared to that in the original air quality
assessment are predicted to be limited and the additional contributions
from road traffic are not significant in EIA terms as confirmed by both the
Applicant and Natural England. Furthermore, the EXA understands the
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6.2.102.

6.2.103.

6.2.104.

6.2.105.

6.2.106.

6.2.107.

6.2.108.

need to assess both scenarios as the Applicant is not in control of which
scenario will be present.

Therefore, the ExA concludes that both assessments are required
to be understood together, concluding that the Applicant’s
assessment has been conservative and is adequate for the
purposes of the EIA.

Effects on designated sites

The EXA raised a number of queries to the Applicant from its own reading
of the application documents and following representations made by IPs.

Following comment from the Planning Inspectorate on the Scoping
Report that “The Applicant should set out in the ES any proposals for
long term air quality monitoring of airport-related activities”, the
Applicant, in Table 6.2 of ES Chapter 6: Air Quality [APP-033] noted that
“The previous airport operator funded TDC to operate a continuous
monitor near the airport...”. Natural England in its WR [REP3-089]
highlight that Table 6.2 in response to a comment from Natural England
states “No information on impacts of previous airport use is available...”.
As such, in their WR they request further information on this
contradiction.

Natural England in its WR also query the distance criteria used by the
Applicant in its air quality assessment, noting that Environment Agency
guidance is 2km and Natural England guidance is 5km. The Applicant, in
its methodology had adopted the Environment Agency guidance. In its
response to the WR [REP4-025], the Applicant stated that it was not
aware of any Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) within the 2km to
5km area of the Proposed Development. Furthermore, Natural England
went on to request that the Applicant ensure that the more sensitive
habitat at the designated sites had been considered.

In terms of the assessment of NOx on designated sites, Natural England
in its WR notes that the Applicant identifies the worst receptors but
asserts that all receptors where the PC is more than one of the Critical
Load (Cle) and the background is close to / or over the Cle “must be
considered against the relevant interest features of the designated sites
rather than just the worst receptors”.

Natural England’s WR goes on to state that “The ecological effects of
annual mean NOx on designated sites (6.11.22 - 6.11.25) [APP-033]
have not been fully assessed.” Natural England go on to set out in the
WR how it would like the assessment amending along with further
discrepancies in the document being highlighted.

As noted above, the Applicant provided a revised air quality assessment.
Natural England at D8 confirmed that the revised air quality assessment
[REP6-016] addressed the previous concerns relating the Applicant’s
approach to in-combination assessment.
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6.2.109.

6.2.110.

6.2.111.

6.2.112.

6.2.113.

6.2.114.

6.2.115.

Further considerations of points raised in relation to air quality and the
impact on designated sites, as a result of the inherent links to both the
biodiversity section of this chapter and to Chapter 7 of this report and
are not rehearsed here.

Effects on health

The ExA throughout the Examination was alive to the issue of health and
its relationship with air quality. The ExA notes the submission by the
Applicant of a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) [APP-034 and APP-058
Appendix 15.1]. As the statutory advising body to the Government, the
ExA were keen to understand the views of PHE.

PHE in its SoCG state [REP5-017]:

"4.1.5 PHE notes that the quantitative exposure response health
assessment for changes in air quality applies higher risk ratios than
typically applied in the UK, offering a conservative assessment,
protective of health. On this basis the parties agree that potential health
outcomes from changes in air quality have been addressed.”

TDC in its LIR [REP3-010] at paragraph 4.4 state that:

"A Health Impact Assessment (HIA) has been provided in Appendix 15.1
of the ES and appears adequate in its assessment. Where necessary, the
HIA has drawn on data and effects from the relevant chapters in the EIA.
Whilst the dDCO does not contain any references to health and wellbeing
it is acknowledged that the factors that affect health and wellbeing, such
as noise and air quality, have been assessed with mitigation proposed in
their standalone chapters and have been included in Requirements in the
dDCO which have been discussed in the relevant sections of this
document.”

The Applicant pointed out that consideration of air quality effects of the
Proposed Development on human health is given in Chapter 15: Health
and Wellbeing of the ES [APP-034] and an assessment of whether
climate change will exacerbate air quality effects is provided in Chapter
16: Climate Change of the ES [APP-034].

The EXA agrees with PHE that the air quality assessment can be
considered to be conservative and protective of public health and notes
the comments made by TDC in its LIR. Therefore, the ExA concludes
that the air quality modelling and assessment has adequately
assessed health effects.

Mitigation during all phases of the Proposed Development

The EXA recognises that the Applicant proposes a number of mitigation
measures in the form of plans secured by Requirements in the dDCO.
The EXA is reporting on these as a suite of Requirements as they are
drafted with that intention and the Examination therein. Discussion of the
Requirements in general is included in Chapter 10 of this report. This
section of Chapter 6 aims to set out discussion and changes made to the
relevant Requirements relating to air quality and its impacts.
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6.2.116.

6.2.117.

6.2.118.

6.2.119.

6.2.120.

6.2.121.

6.2.122.

6.2.123.

The Applicant provided as part of the submission a REAC [APP-010]. This
details all of the environmental commitments, setting out what mitigation
is secured, where, for what impact. For air pollutant control, the
document specifically lists the CEMP, which in turn secures a DMP
secured through R6 and for operation, the OEMP secured through R7.
The REAC was updated six times during the Examination.

The structure of the document was revised at D4 [REP4-020].
Commitments during construction are set out in Table 1.1 and operation
in Table 1.2. During the Examination the document was not materially
updated in relation to air quality mitigation. Where updates were made to
the CEMP and the OEMP, these are discussed below.

The ExA notes that a number of environmental mitigation plans have
been drafted and / or discussed by the Applicant as part of the
application that have an impact on the air quality such as the traffic
management plans and site safety plans however these, whilst relevant,
are discussed in other sections of this report and therefore the purpose,
appropriateness and deliverability of these are not re-rehearsed here

Requirement 6 - Construction environmental management plan

This secures the Mitigation and Habitat Creation Plan (MHCP) and plans
to mitigate dust, noise and vibration and drainage impacts.

The Environment Agency in its RR stated [RR-0538]:

"We agree with this requirement as outlined. We welcome the
overarching outlining of mitigation measures in document 2.5 Register of
Environmental Actions and Commitments and as required by
Requirement 7(2) (d) of the DCO.”

In its WR, the Environment Agency [REP3-217] confirmed that it was
content with the drafting of R6 in the dDCO as submitted with the
application [APP-006].

Requirement 7 — Operational environmental management plan

This secures the provision of environmental management plans, including
for noise, air quality, wildlife management and water and drainage for
approval by the relevant planning authority.

PHE in its SoCG states [REP5-017]:

"4.1.4 PHE notes the inclusion of an odour assessment which focuses
predominantly on odour from fuel and aircraft emissions. The parties
agree that potential odour from groundworks in / remediation of
historically contaminated land will be addressed either via the CEMP or a
similar mechanism.”

TDC in its LIR [REP3-010] states:
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6.2.124.

6.2.125.

6.2.126.

6.2.127.

6.2.128.

6.2.129.

6.2.130.

6.2.131.

"It is considered that the risk of odours has been adequately addressed
in the ES. Appropriate mitigation should be included in the OEMP, and
secured via a DCO requirement, potentially by specifying the required
mitigation, such as proposed in DCO Schedule 2 article 7(2)(a)(viii).”

TDC in its LIR [REP3-010] requested that the Requirement include that
mitigation is secured to ensure that measures are adopted to cancel out
air quality impacts via R7(2)(a)(viii) on air quality management.

Both PHE’s and TDC's concerns are addressed in R6 and R7.

PHE in its WR [REP3-070] requested the inclusion of other opportunities
to include mitigation for air quality impacts. Appendix ISH7 - 52 of
[REP8-017] provided an updated Car Park Management Strategy (CPMS)
to include commitments for '‘Blue Badge’, electric vehicle and staff
parking arrangements. KCC confirmed in its response to TR.4.51 [REP9-
024] that it was content with these changes and the EXA see no reason
to disagree.

Requirement 14 - Traffic management

The Requirement governs routing of construction and operational traffic
with potential to give rise to noise disturbance and emissions to air.

R14 was examined under the heading of traffic and transport and as such
is discussed in that section of this chapter.

Requirement 23 — Monitoring

This prevents operation until a monitoring, auditing and reporting plan
for the REAC has been submitted and approved in writing by TDC
following consultation with the Environment Agency and Natural England.

During the Examination, the ExA, in its second dDCO [PD-018] proposed
a new R23:

“No part of the authorised development is to begin operation until a
monitoring, auditing and reporting plan for the register of environmental
actions and commitments has been submitted to, and approved in
writing by, the relevant planning authority, following consultation with
the highway authority, the Environment Agency, Historic England, the
Civil Aviation Authority and Natural England to the extent that it relates
to matters relevant to their function.”

The EXA set out in its second dDCO [PD-018] the reasoning for this as
being:

"In order to reinforce the establishment of a robust monitoring, auditing
and reporting regime for the Proposed Development in line with Schedule
4, Section 7 of The Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2017. The Applicant agrees with this
amendment.”
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6.2.132.

6.2.133.

6.2.134.

6.2.135.

6.2.136.

6.2.137.

In the response to the ExA’s second dDCO, the Applicant [REP6-014]
agreed to this new Requirement and the ExA considers that this provides
greater clarity in securing such mitigation.

Mitigation: Air emissions during construction including ground-
based emissions

A number of IPs raised the issue of air quality during construction
predominately in relation to dust emissions. Whilst noting this, the ExA
also noted the conclusions in the ES of no likely significant effects on air
quality as a result of construction. This conclusion was also reflected in
the updated air quality assessment [REP6-016], as discussed above.

PHE responded to AQ.1.11 [REP3-070] stating:

“We have reviewed the table and the supporting text and are satisfied
with the identification of potential sources of air pollution and human
health receptors. During the construction phase, control and mitigation
measures will be embedded into the CEMP and DMP and we understand
that further development of these plans will occur post granting of the
DCO. Therefore, we recommend that the final plans are completed to the
agreement of Thanet District Council who are responsible for local air
quality management.”

TDC in its LIR [REP3-010] noted:

“The Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) (ES Appendix
3.2) and proposed Dust Management Plan identifies a range of measures
to mitigate the potential air quality impacts during construction. Further
measures consistent with the relevant IAQM guidance should be
incorporated in the Dust Management Plan to ensure that the risk of
significant dust impacts is fully mitigated. This should be secured via a
DCO requirement, potentially by specifying the required mitigation in a
CEMP, such as proposed in DCO Schedule 2 articles 6 and 7(2)(a)(viii).”

The EXA noted that the Applicant, in terms of mitigation, had submitted
with the application a CEMP [APP-011] which in turn secures a DMP,
noting the requirement for further discussions with IPs and certification
of documents post-consent. Table 5.1 of the CEMP sets out the air quality
measures to be incorporated during construction into the CEMP. This
document was revised at D6 [REP6-025] and again at D7 [REP7a-008],
however there were no changes made to the air quality section in either
version.

The EXA set out a number of questions [PD-020, eg EC.4.1 and AQ.4.2]
regarding dust monitoring as set out in the REAC [REP11-008] and DMP.
The ExA questioned the ‘suitable locations’ at which monitoring would be
undertaken and the triggers to be used for the Osiris monitoring.
Furthermore, clarity was requested in relation to the remedial action that
would be taken as a result of the monitoring demonstrating that trigger
levels had been exceeded. The EXA felt that such information was
required for the planning decision to have confidence in the mitigation
being relied upon.
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6.2.138.

6.2.139.

6.2.140.

6.2.141.

6.2.142.

6.2.143.

6.2.144.

In its response [REP9-006] the Applicant confirmed that such monitoring
details would be included in the DMP as specified in R6 and to be agreed
with the LPA and will take into account best practice for construction
projects:

“Suitable locations for dust gauges are likely to include places where
there are sensitive receptors within 350m of construction activity”.

In relation to trigger levels, the Applicant confirmed that there is no
defined trigger level for Osiris monitoring but that this will be reviewed
by the LPA. Despite confirming that there are no defined trigger levels,
the Applicant went on to note that:

“In the event of trigger levels being exceeded, procedures set out in the
Pollution Incident Control Plan will be implemented (see Section 4.3 of
the CEMP [REP7a-008]).”

The Pollution Incident Control Plan (PICP) is detailed in the CEMP. The
detail of of the PICP was updated at D9 [REP9-017, section 4.3].

The EXA then requested comments on this document among others for
D11. No further comments were received by the TDC or the Environment
Agency on this matter.

Noting the comments above on suitable locations and trigger levels, the
ExA concludes that the mitigation measures in the CEMP and
REAC, and secured via R6 and R7 in the dDCO, will adequately
mitigate air quality effects during construction.

Mitigation: Air emissions during operation including ground-
based emissions

ES Chapter 6 [APP-033] and the updated air quality ES chapter and
assessment [REP6-016] conclude no likely significant effects on air
quality during operation. Furthermore the Applicant, in the response to
ExQ1 [REP3-195] clarifies that “our assessments show that it would
operate within the prescribed limits and not breach any thresholds” (in
relation to the EU AQD).

PHE’s response to AQ.1.11 [REP3-070] noted:

“During the operational stage there may be opportunities for further
mitigation such as the use of low emission fleet vehicles, encouragement
of the use of sustainable transport modes for workers which could
additionally be explored. Reducing public exposures to pollutants such as
particulate matter and nitrogen dioxide, even when air quality standards
are not exceeded, is expected to have public health benefits. We support
approaches which minimise or mitigate public exposure to air pollutants,
address inequalities (in exposure), and maximise co-benefits (such as
physical exercise) and encourage their consideration during development
design, environmental and health impact assessment, and development
consent.”
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6.2.145.

6.2.146.

6.2.147.

6.2.148.

6.2.149.

Such opportunities were explored during the Examination. The EXA in the
AQ.2.4 queried the reference in the REAC to ‘Bans on dirtier aircraft’. In
response, the Applicant [REP6-012] explained that the ban relates to CO2
emissions and the standards that the airport will be required to adhere
to. The standards become applicable from 2020. The ExXA notes that the
response appears to have no bearing on the damage to habitats or
impacts on human health criteria and that the ban is linked to in the
REAC. The EXA reiterated the question in ExQ4 [PD-020, AQ.4.1] seeking
confirmation on the aircraft that would be banned, how such a ban would
be applied and how this would be secured in the dDCO.

The Applicant responded [REP9-006] providing greater detail in relation
to banned aircraft being restricted through Chapter 3 of Part II, Volume 1
of Annex 16 to the Convention on International Civil Aviation. The
Applicant went on to explain that this convention prohibits certain aircraft
from operating within European airspace, including aircraft such as the
Boeing 747-200. In relation to securing the convention in the dDCO, the
Applicant confirmed that:

“The ban on older, dirtier aircraft is secured through Requirement 7, the
Register of Environmental Actions and Commitments (REAC) and
ultimately through the Operational Environmental Management Plan
(OEMP). Further controls are secured through the NMP [REP8-004] and
associated Quota Count which are secured through Requirement 9 of the
dDCO. which previously used Manston Airport but will not be able to
under the Applicant’s proposals.

In addition, certain aircraft are effectively banned through the noise
Quota Count system and the Noise Mitigation Plan (NMP) [REP8-004].
Whilst these measures are focussed on noise, aircraft with the greatest
air quality impacts will also be captured by the provisions of those
documents.”

The ExA and other IPs did not raise any further comments on this
matter.

TDC in its LIR [REP3-010] noted the conclusions in the ES Chapter 6 that
the Proposed Development would result in an increase in air pollution in
the AQMA and that the ES in its view, “does not include measures
designed to ‘cancel out air quality impacts’ in accordance with Thanet
District Council’s Air Quality Planning Guidance and both existing policy
EPO5 and proposed policy SE05.”

Furthermore, a small part of the Proposed Development (fuel farm and
outfall pipeline) is located within the Thanet Urban AQMA which was
designated in 2011. The flight paths of the planes will cross this AQMA
when landing on Runway 28 or taking off from Runway 10. This AQMA is
the largest in Kent and covers the majority of the built-up areas of the
district [APP-040, figures 6.3 and 6.4]. Any adverse impacts on this
AQMA will cause significant affects for those living and working in this
area and particularly at High Street St Lawrence, Ramsgate where
baseline levels are relatively high [REP3-010].
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6.2.150.

6.2.151.

6.2.152.

6.2.153.

6.2.154.

6.2.155.

6.2.156.

6.2.157.

In response to the LIRs [REP4-028] the Applicant asserted that the
impact at High Street St Lawrence is classified as slight which they set
out as being a conservative assumption and therefore would, in a more
realistic assessment, conclude negligible impacts. The Applicant would
therefore not provide mitigation for a negligible impact. Nonetheless the
Applicant goes on to commit to implementing ‘standard mitigation’ from
AQ Technical Planning Guidance 2016.

The ExXA deem that the ES should assess a potential worst-case scenario
and as such provide and secure mitigation to mitigate such a case.

Following this exchange, the Applicant updated its air quality assessment
as a result of updated transport information. In response to AQ.2.5 the
Applicant confirmed no exceedance of air quality objectives for human
health.

Despite this, the Applicant and TDC agreed in their SoCG [REP6-011]
that continuous monitoring will be undertaken at a monitoring station,
secured through a s106 Agreement or UU. Whilst a s106 Agreement was
drafted during the Examination, this was not signed and therefore
remained in draft. Furthermore, shortly after a third draft s106
Agreement was submitted to the Examination, the Applicant provided a
UU to secure monitoring and subsequent mitigation. The UU reflected the
content of the draft s106 Agreement and the REAC in setting out
measures that will be implemented should the monitoring demonstrate
the need for further mitigation in relation to operational air quality.
Financial contributions were attributed to each commitment.

This monitoring and subsequent commitments provide the ExA with
additional confidence of no likely significant effects on the local area
including the AQMA.

TDC in its written summary of oral representations at ISH6 [REP8-029]
noted:

"TDC noted that not all the mitigation that TDC would normally expect
had been agreed or secured, in particular electric car charging points, as
per Table 3 of TDC’s Air Quality Technical Planning Guidance. In
response, the Applicant has included a commitment to install electric
vehicle charging points and to undertake an emissions mitigation
assessment. Both of these commitments have been included within the
Register of Environmental Actions and Commitments which is submitted
with reference TR020002/D8/2.5.”

The Applicant amended the REAC [REP8-019] at page 48 securing the
provision of electric car charging points. The ExA notes this new
commitment.

TDC in the signed SoCG stated [REP6-011] that risk of odours is
adequately addressed through the OEMP. However, in relation to air
quality monitoring to determine mitigation requirements, the following
was noted:
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6.2.158.

6.2.159.

6.2.160.

6.2.161.

6.2.162.

"3.3.2 [...] it is unclear whether the OEMP will provide sufficient
mitigation and how that would be controlled. It is envisaged that a
Section 106 agreement would secure funding for a continuous air quality
monitoring stations and the use of dispersion modelling to ensure the
proposed mitigation measures are effective.”

The UU in favour of TDC includes monthly and annual financial
contributions for monitoring [AS-584]. However, this document was not
commented on by TDC due to the timing of its submission to the
Examination. The ExA however notes that the content of the UU mirrors,
less the financial sums, that of the draft s106 Agreement [REP11-010].

The Applicant, in response to TDC requests at paragraph 4.4.15 of the
LIR [REP3-010], provided for the following in the draft s106 Agreement
[REP11-010]:

"2.1 To pay Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 of the Air Quality Station ZH3
Contribution in full to the District Council prior to the coming into
Operation of the Project.

2.2 Not to cause permit or allow the Project to come into Operation until
Tranche 1 and Tranche 2 of the Air Quality Station ZH3 Contribution has
been paid in full to the District Council.

2.3 To pay Monthly Payment 1 and Monthly Payment 2 in full to the
District Council for the lifetime of the operation of Manston Airport
pursuant to the DCO (unless agreed otherwise in writing with the District
Council) on a monthly basis with the first payments to be made at the
end of the first month following the installation of Air Quality Station
ZH3.

2.4 To pay the Annual Payment of the Air Quality Station ZH3
Contribution in full to the District Council for the lifetime of the operation
of Manston Airport pursuant to the DCO (unless agreed otherwise with
the District Council) on each anniversary of the installation of Air Quality
Station ZH3.

The financial sums attributed to each of the tranches are set out in the
first Schedule of [REP11-010]. The wording of the draft s106 Agreement
was replicated in the UU in favour of TDC. TDC did not however comment
on or sign either document. As such, the SoS should seek the views of
TDC on the sums proposed.

The EXA notes that the UU in favour of TDC which includes monthly and
annual financial contributions for monitoring [AS-584]. This is in addition
to the Applicant committing to implementing ‘standard mitigation’ from
AQ Technical Planning Guidance 2016. The ExA concludes that this
commitment will ensure that air quality in Thanet AQMA will not
be negatively impacted on by the Proposed Development.

The ExA concludes that the mitigation measures in the REAC and
secured via R7 in the dDCO, will adequately mitigate air quality
effects during operation.
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6.2.163.

6.2.164.

6.2.165.

6.2.166.

6.2.167.

6.2.168.

6.2.169.

6.2.170.

6.2.171.

6.3.

ExA’s conclusions

The EXA has had due regard to TDC’s [REP3-010] and CCC’s [REP3-246]
LIRs in reaching its conclusions.

The EXA concludes that whilst the original air quality assessment was not
revised in light of comments made by Natural England, the addition of
the revised air quality assessment provides the ExXA with the information
required to understand the worst-case scenario in line with the EIA
regulations and IAQM guidance. The ExXA does however note that the
assessment would have been more robust had the Applicant provided, in
addition to the revised air quality assessment, an updated original air
quality assessment to address concerns raised by Natural England.

The ExA acknowledges the changes in overall emissions in the air quality
assessment as a result of the revised TA with the addition of the
Manston-Haine link road are predicted to be limited, as confirmed by
Natural England.

The EXA concludes that the mitigation measures in the CEMP and REAC,
and secured via R6 and R7 in the dDCO, will adequately mitigate air
quality effects during construction in terms of UK AQS. Furthermore, the
ExA concludes that the mitigation measures in the REAC and secured via
R7 in the dDCO, will adequately mitigate air quality effects during
operation.

The EXA notes the Applicant produced a draft unsigned s106 Agreement
and then a UU in favour of TDC, which includes monthly and annual
financial contributions for monitoring [AS-584].

The Applicant has made a commitment to implementing ‘standard
mitigation’ from AQ Technical Planning Guidance 2016. This is secured in
R7(2)(a)(viii) - Air Quality Management Plan which will be subject to
consultation and approval by TDC.

The EXA concludes that, with the various safeguards proposed through
mitigation, the Proposed Development, through the control of the dDCO,
would not lead to new breaches of UK AQS.

Following the ExA’'s amendments of the dDCO related to the control of air
emissions and appropriate mitigation endorsed by the Environment
Agency, PHE and TDC, and given the evidence presented, the Proposed
Development generally accords with the ANPS, NPPF paragraphs 170 and
181 and policy in the LP with respect to KIA (EC2) and Local Air Quality
Monitoring (EP5). The ExA concludes that the mitigation measures as
provided for in the rdDCO provided at Appendix D to this report will
mitigate and minimise air quality effects adequately.

The EXA concludes that there are no air quality matters which would
weigh against the granting of development consent.

ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT
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Issues

6.3.1. The ExA’s IAPI prepared in accordance with s88 of the PA2008 and Rule
5 of the EPR was published with the Rule 6 letter [PD-005]. The ExA had
regard to the application documents and the RRs received in formulating
this list. The Rule 6 letter made it clear that the list was not a
comprehensive or exhaustive one and that regard would be had to all
important and relevant matters in reaching a recommendation after the
conclusion of the Examination.

6.3.2. Archaeology and the historic environment was considered in the Rule 6
letter under the overarching heading of Landscape, design, archaeology
and heritage. In relation to archaeological and historic environment
matters, this heading contained the following issues:

» The effect on Conservation Areas, including Acol and Minster;

= the effects on Scheduled Monuments;

» the effects on Listed Buildings;

» the effects on heritage assets within the airport site; and

» the management and mitigation of impacts on archaeological
features.

6.3.3. An ISH (ISH4) considering landscape, design, archaeology and heritage
[EV-019, 024, 024a] was held on the afternoon of Monday 3 June 2019.
Within the subjects of archaeology and heritage, the agenda for ISH4
considered a range of issues including archaeology; heritage policy; noise
and heritage; visual effects and heritage; and non-designated heritage
assets. Such issues drew on various questions contained in ExQ1 [PD-
007] and various questions within ExQ2, ExQ3 and ExQ4 [PD-010b, PD-
014, PD-020 respectively] followed on from the similar themes.

6.3.4. Within the overall agenda for ISH4 the issues were broken down further,
as follows;

* Archaeology

o Views of KCC and Historic England on draft Written Scheme of
Investigation (WSI)

» Heritage - Policy
» Heritage - Noise

o The use of the Aviation Noise Metric (ANM) Study

o Potential effects of noise upon heritage assets, including the
setting of Listed Buildings and the character of Conservation Areas

o Any effects of the scheme on the Ramsgate Heritage Action Zone
(HAZ)

» Landscape and heritage - visual effects

o The visual effects of aircraft on the built environment and on
relevant heritage assets, including the character and appearance
of Conservation Areas and the setting of Listed Buildings

Heritage — non-designated assets
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6.3.5.

6.3.6.

6.3.7.

6.3.8.

6.3.9.

6.3.10.

6.3.11.

6.3.12.

Issues arising in Local Impact Reports and Written
Representations

Detailed comments relating to the historic environment were made by
TDC and KCC in their LIRs. These are summarised below, along with
comments made in other LIRs and WRs. Some WRs are referred to
directly in the Findings section below.

Thanet District Council Local Impact Report [REP3-010]

TDC noted that whilst no designated heritage assets are directly affected
by the Proposed Development, it is likely that non-designated heritage
assets could be affected, and that any undeveloped areas of the site are
likely to be of most archaeological value, in particular in the NGA.

For indirect effects, it stated that these are likely to affect heritage assets
outside the site boundary and in particular where these are situated in
the flightpath; the noise and vibration impacts arising from the
flightpaths can affect the setting of designated heritage assets including
the Conservation Areas of Ramsgate, Broadstairs, Minster and Acol. This
was highlighted as a particular concern as the NMP [APP-009] proposes
to provide noise insulation for buildings to overcome significant effects,
however, Listed Buildings in the flight path may be unable to make
alterations such as changes to windows to provide additional alleviation
from aircraft noise without potential harm to the significance of the asset.

TDC noted that designated and non-designated heritage assets affected
by noise will need assessing to ensure that the noise and vibration
impacts on these heritage assets can adequately mitigate any negative
effects and that, if not, further mitigation would be required that is
specific to designated and non-designated heritage assets.

TDC noted that “no additional information regarding archaeological
investigation appears to have occurred since previous consultations” and
were of the view that trial trenching should be carried out prior to
commencing construction. TDC noted that the ES [APP-033] states that
such trenching would be carried out but TDC were unclear whether this
could respond to the discovery of a feature of high significance to allow
preservation in situ.

Overall, TDC considered the local impact on the historic environment to
be negative on the basis of the drafting of the application version of the
dDCO [APP-006] due to uncertainty about potential impacts on
archaeology on the NGA.

Noise effects on Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings and non-designated
heritage assets are considered below, as are archaeological
considerations relating the proposed development site.

Kent County Council Local Impact Report [REP3-143]

KCC initially noted that Thanet is generally very rich in archaeology
stating that its location as a ‘gateway’ to the country since prehistoric
times has left a legacy of extensive buried archaeological landscapes,
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6.3.13.

6.3.14.

6.3.15.

6.3.16.

with remains regularly found that are unique in character and of regional
and national importance. They stated that this rich archaeological
landscape extends into the former airfield, as can be seen recorded in the
Kent Historic Environment Record and in the published results of
archaeological work on sites adjacent to and within the airfield. KCC also
noted that the archaeology and built heritage of the airfield contains
significant evidence of its use as a military and civil airfield since WWI.

KCC noted limitations relating to access to the site but welcomed that the
results of the geophysical survey and the evaluation trenching
undertaken by SHP on the main part of the airport became available to
the Applicant, although they raised concerns that such information was
not included fully within the ES. They also noted that the SHP works were
tailored to assess the SHP proposals as opposed to the Proposed
Development and that the NGA was not included, and other areas
proposed for development by the Applicant had limited survey coverage
or none at all.

KCC state that due to the rich archaeological potential of the site any
planning decision should be informed by the results of appropriate
geophysical survey and targeted evaluation trenching, in accordance with
policy so that where appropriate the preservation in situ of archaeological
assets can be fully considered. KCC accepted that areas such as the NGA
have not been accessible to the Applicant for the necessary field survey
and evaluation but consider that there is a need to survey and evaluate
such areas prior to development. KCC accept that this can be achieved
post-determination, as long as there is sufficient - and perhaps
substantial - flexibility in the development design to enable preservation
to be achieved. In this respect KCC welcomed the intention to agree a
WSI for future archaeological investigations; however, they have concern
relating to the how a substantial area or feature of high significance
would be accommodated in development planning if found, noting that
archaeology could be shallow buried and would be vulnerable to forms of
development that includes car parking and other external works as well
as building construction.

KCC agree that that there are substantial areas of the SHP findings that
can be mitigated through investigation and recording, but that there are
also areas identified for preservation in situ including a WWII anti-aircraft
battery, the remains of a Roman enclosure possibly associated with the
Caesar invasions and the barrow cemeteries on Telegraph Hill, noting
that the significance of such features needs to be highlighted so that they
are considered as plans evolve.

KCC also note that a draft R16 for dealing with archaeological remains
has been provided by the Applicant but have concerns over the wording
of the draft Requirement, including timing provisions and provision for
protecting remains found during construction works. As above, they note
that they look forward to discussing a WSI and outline details of details
which should be provided in such a document, including the protection of
such remains.
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6.3.17.

6.3.18.

6.3.19.

6.3.20.

6.3.21.

6.3.22.

6.3.23.

6.3.24.

KCC raise concerns over which built heritage assets will be affected by
the present plans and what may be retained, noting that such assets
within the airport contribute to the historic sense of place of the airfield
and should be retained as far as possible.

Finally, KCC welcomed the intention to retain the museums and memorial
gardens and support any enhancement opportunities that can be
delivered, noting that the connection of these to the built heritage in a
holistic way to ensure the historic sense of place of the airfield is
important. It stated that in this respect within the present Masterplan
[APP-079] the visual relationship of the museum area and the runway
will be severed by the proposals with the construction of the cargo
hangers and open aspects to the north and east lost through the
construction in the NGA.

The issues raised by KCC are considered within the Findings section
below.

Dover District Council Local Impact Report [REP3-227]

DDC relies on the expertise of KCC Heritage Conservation and Historic
England in assessing the potential impact of the Proposed Development
on the historic environment.

Canterbury City Council Local Impact Report [REP3-246]

The CCC LIR does not refer to archaeological or historic environment
issues.

Historic England

Historic England notes in its RR [RR-0676] that it provided pre-
application advice to the Applicant during its consultations but considered
that the archaeological potential of the NGA was not well enough
understood to effectively avoid harm by design. Historic England
welcomed the intention to adopt a “worst-case scenario” approach to
assessment of archaeological potential, and to undertake investigation to
inform the design when access becomes available and considered that
flexibility to redesign the scheme should be allowed so that if
archaeological remains of equivalent significance to scheduled
monuments are discovered they can be preserved.

In the view of Historic England, there will be considerable harm to the
heritage significance of unlisted historic buildings within the airfield as a
result of their demolition or changes to their setting. It considers that
further investigation and assessment of historic structures is needed to
ascertain their importance and condition, and subsequently whether it is
desirable and feasible to preserve them and their settings.

Historic England considered that the ES did not adequately describe the
historic character of the airfield and that the open grassland character
evokes the wartime airfield use and contributes to the heritage
significance of the wartime buildings, the museums and the memorial
garden. It was of the view that the Proposed Development would be very
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harmful to historic character so considered that the potential to reduce
harm by amending the design should be explored. In this respect,
Historic England was of the view that the ES did not provide sufficient
detail about design flexibility to give it confidence that major harm to
important heritage assets would be avoided, noting that, for example,
the ES did not adequately describe the likely extent and depth of ground
disturbance, the worst possible effects on heritage significance or the
provision for flexibility in the quantum of development, design and
construction methods.

6.3.25. Historic England also considered that there will be some harm to some
Listed Buildings as a result of increases in aircraft noise and stated that
noise impacts should be reduced as far as possible. The comments of
Historic England are considered within the overall Findings below.

6.3.26. Various comments were made in RRs and later written submissions
concerning matters of historic heritage, including from the Ramsgate
Society, NNF and other individuals [including but not limited to REP4-
061, REP4-062, REP3-008, REP3-283, REP4-087 and REP4-090]. Such
comments are covered and addressed within the Findings section below.

Structure of this chapter

6.3.27. Issues and comments raised in LIRs, RRs and in later written submissions
did not raise wider matters to those covered in the ISH4 agenda.

6.3.28. To cover such issues, this chapter will firstly consider policy, before
assessing the baseline conditions and contents of the ES [APP-033], then
considering the effects of the Proposed Development on designated
heritage assets, archaeology and non-designated heritage assets.

Relevant policy considerations
The Infrastructure Planning (Decisions) Regulations 2010

6.3.29. These regulations state that when deciding an application which affects a
Listed Building or its setting, a Conservation Area, or which is likely to
affect a Scheduled Monument or its setting, the decision-maker must
have regard to:

» The desirability of preserving the Listed Building or its setting or any
features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses;

» the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or
appearance of the Conservation Area; or

» the desirability of preserving the Scheduled Monument or its setting.

ANPS

6.3.30. The ANPS notes that the construction and operation of airports and
associated infrastructure has the potential to result in adverse impacts on
the historic environment above and below ground (paragraph 5.187).
Such elements of the historic environment are called ‘heritage assets’,
and may be buildings, monuments, sites, places, areas or landscapes, or
any combination of these. The sum of the heritage interests that a
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6.3.31.

6.3.32.

6.3.33.

6.3.34.

6.3.35.

heritage asset holds is referred to as its significance. Significance derives
not only from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from its
setting (paragraph 5.189).

Officially designhated heritage assets include Scheduled Monuments,
Listed Buildings, and Conservation Areas, but non-designated heritage
assets of archaeological interest that are demonstrably equivalent to
Scheduled Monuments should be considered subject to the policies for
designated heritage assets (paragraphs 5.190 to 191). The ANPS states
that the “Secretary of State will also consider the impacts on other non-
designated heritage assets on the basis of clear evidence that the assets
have a significance that merits consideration in that decision, even
though those assets are of lesser value than designated heritage assets”
(paragraph 5.192).

The ANPS states that as part of the ES:

“...the applicant should provide a description of the significance of the
heritage assets affected by the proposed development, and the
contribution of their setting to that significance. The level of detail should
be proportionate to the asset’s importance, and no more than is sufficient
to understand the potential impact of the proposal on the significance of
the asset. Consideration will also need to be given to the possible
impacts, including cumulative, on the wider historic environment.”
(paragraph 5.193)

In determining applications, the SoS will seek to identify and assess the
particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by the
Proposed Development (including by development affecting the setting of
a heritage asset), and must comply with the regime relating to Listed
Buildings, Conservation Areas and Scheduled Monuments set out in The
Infrastructure Planning (Decisions) Regulations 2010 (paragraphs 5.196
to 197).

When considering the impact of a Proposed Development on the
significance of a designated heritage asset, the SoS will give great weight
to the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the greater
the weight should be (paragraph 5.200). Once lost, heritage assets
cannot be replaced, and their loss has a cultural, environmental,
economic and social impact. Significance can be harmed or lost through
alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its
setting. Given that heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss
should require clear and convincing justification (paragraph 5.201)

Substantial harm to or loss of a Grade II Listed Building or a Grade II
Registered Park or Garden should be exceptional. Substantial harm to or
loss of designated sites of the highest significance, including World
Heritage Sites, Scheduled Monuments, Grade I and II* Listed Buildings,
Protected Wreck Sites, Registered Battlefields, and Grade I and II*
Registered Parks and Gardens should be wholly exceptional (paragraph
5.202). Where the Proposed Development will lead to substantial harm to
or the total loss of significance of a designated heritage asset, the SoS
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6.3.36.

6.3.37.

6.3.38.

6.3.39.

6.3.40.

6.3.41.

will refuse consent unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial
harm or loss of significance is necessary in order to deliver substantial
public benefits that outweigh that loss or harm (paragraph 5.204)

Any harmful impact on the significance of a designated heritage asset
should be weighed against the public benefit of development, recognising
that the greater the harm to the significance of the heritage asset, the
greater the justification that will be needed for any loss (paragraph
5.203). Where the Proposed Development will lead to less than
substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this
harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal,
including securing its optimum viable use (paragraph 5.205).

NPPF and PPG

The relevant sections of the 2019 NPPF are largely mirrored in the ANPS
as stated above. The NPPF states that:

“...when considering the impact of a proposed development on the
significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given
to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset, the
greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any
potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than
substantial harm to its significance.” (paragraph 193).

Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset
(from its alteration or destruction, or from development within its
setting), should require clear and convincing justification (paragraph
194).

The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated
heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the
application. In weighing applications that directly or indirectly affect non-
designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having
regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the
heritage asset (paragraph 197).

The glossary to the NPPF defines the setting of a heritage asset as the
surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not
fixed and may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. Elements
of a setting may make a positive or negative contribution to the
significance of an asset, may affect the ability to appreciate that
significance or may be neutral. This definition is repeated as footnote 210
in the ANPS. The glossary also defines heritage significance as the value
of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its heritage
interest. The interest may be archaeological, architectural, artistic or
historic. Significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical
presence, but also from its setting.

PPG relating to the historic environment was last updated on 23 July
2019. The PPG notes that the NPPF sets out a clear framework for both
plan-making and decision-making in respect of applications for planning
permission and Listed Building consent to ensure that heritage assets are
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6.3.42.

6.3.43.

6.3.44.

6.3.45.

6.3.46.

6.3.47.

conserved, and where appropriate enhanced, in a manner that is
consistent with their significance and thereby achieving sustainable
development (paragraph 002, Reference ID: 18a-002-20190723)

PPG states that ‘significance’ is important in decision-making as heritage
assets may be affected by direct physical change or by change in their
setting, and that being able to properly assess the nature, extent and
importance of the significance of a heritage asset, and the contribution of
its setting, is very important to understanding the potential impact and
acceptability of development proposals (paragraph 007, Reference ID:
18a-006-20190723).

The guidance notes that “all heritage assets have a setting, irrespective
of the form in which they survive and whether they are designated or
not”, and notes that “although views of or from an asset will play an
important part in the assessment of impacts on setting, the way in which
we experience an asset in its setting is also influenced by other
environmental factors such as noise, dust, smell and vibration from other
land uses in the vicinity, and by our understanding of the historic
relationship between places”. PPG states that the “contribution that
setting makes to the significance of the heritage asset does not depend
on there being public rights of way or an ability to otherwise access or
experience that setting” and that developments which materially detract
from an asset’s significance may also damage its economic viability now,
or in the future, thereby threatening its ongoing conservation (paragraph
013, Reference ID: 18a-013-20190723),

PPG also notes that public benefits may follow from many developments
and could be anything that delivers economic, social or environmental
objectives as described in the NPPF. They should be of a nature or scale
to be of benefit to the public at large and not just be a private benefit
(paragraph 020, Reference ID: 18a-020-20190723).

Thanet Local Plan 2006 ‘Saved’ Policies

The EXA considers that the policies that are most relevant to this issue in
the LP [REP3-010] are the following.

Policy HE11 - Archaeological Assessment:

"In order to determine planning applications, the district council may
require the developer/applicant to provide additional information, in the
form of an assessment of the archaeological or historic importance of the
site in question and the likely impact of development. In certain cases
such assessment may involve fieldwork or an evaluation excavation.

Where the developer/applicant is not prepared to arrange such an
assessment voluntarily, the district council will use its powers to direct
that such information be supplied. planning permission will be refused
without adequate assessment of the archaeological implications.”

Policy HE12 - Archaeological Sites and Preservation:
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“"Archaeological sites will be preserved and protected. on those
archaeological sites where permanent preservation is not warranted,
planning permission will only be granted if arrangements have been
made by the developer to ensure that time and resources are available to
allow satisfactory archaeological investigation and recording by an
approved archaeological body to take place, in advance of and during
development. No work shall take place until the specification and
programme of work for archaeological investigation, including its
relationship to the programme of development, has been submitted and
approved.”

The EXA considers that the saved policies of the LP are important and
relevant.

Emerging Draft Thanet Local Plan to 2031 Policies [REP3-010 and
REP3-143]

Policy SP34 - Conservation and Enhancement of Thanet’s Historic
Environment:

"The Council will support, value and have regard to the historic or
archaeological significance of Heritage Assets by:

1) protecting the historic environment from inappropriate development,

2) encouraging new uses where they bring listed buildings back into use,
encouraging their survival and maintenance without compromising the
conservation of the building or its historical or archaeological significance,

3) requiring the provision of information describing the significance of
any heritage asset affected and the impact of the proposed development
on this significance,

4) facilitating the review of Conservation Areas and the opportunities for
new designations,

5) recognising other local assets through Local Lists,

6) offering help, advice and information about the historic environment
by providing guidance to stakeholders, producing new guidance leaflets,
reviewing existing guidance leaflets and promoting events which make
the historic environment accessible to all,

7) issuing Article 4 Directions which will be introduced and reviewed as
appropriate,

8) supporting development that is of high quality design and supports
sustainable development.

All reviews and designations will be carried out in consultation with the
public in order to bring a shared understanding of the reasons for the
designation and the importance of the heritage asset.”

Policy HEO1 - Archaeology:

"The Council will promote the identification, recording, protection and
enhancement of archaeological sites, monuments and historic landscape
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features, and will seek to encourage and develop their educational,
recreational and tourist potential through management and interpretation

Developers should submit information with the planning application that
allows an assessment of the impact of the proposal on the significance of
the heritage asset. Where appropriate the Council may require the
developer to provide additional information in the form of a desk-based
or field assessment. Planning permission will be refused without
adequate assessment of the archaeological implications of the proposal.

Development proposals adversely affecting the integrity or setting of
Scheduled Monuments or other heritage assets of comparable
significance will normally be refused.

Where the case for development which would affect an archaeological
site is accepted by the Council, preservation in situ of archaeological
remains will normally be sought. Where this is not possible or not
justified, appropriate provision for investigation and recording will be
required. The fieldwork should define:

1) The character, significance, extent and condition of any archaeological
deposits or structures within the application site;

2) The likely impact of the proposed development on these features;
3) The means of mitigating the effect of the proposed development.

Recording should be carried out by an appropriately qualified
archaeologist or archaeological contractor and may take place in advance
of and during development. No work shall take place until a specification
for the archaeological work has been submitted and approved by the
Council. Arrangements must also be in place for any necessary post-
excavation assessment, analysis and publication of the results, and
deposition of the archive in a suitable, accessible repository.”

Policy HEO3 - Local Heritage Assets:

"The Council supports the retention of local heritage assets, including
buildings, structures, features and gardens of local interest. Local
heritage assets will be identified in a local list as part of the Heritage
Strategy.

Proposals that affect non-designated heritage assets, will be assessed on
the scale of harm, both direct and indirect, or loss and the significance of
the heritage asset. Proposals will only be permitted where they retain the
significance, appearance, local distinctiveness, character or setting of a
local heritage asset.”

The EXA is mindful that the eLP is currently being examined and whilst it
is at an advanced stage of production, the above policies could be
subject to change. Nonetheless, the ExXA considers the policies important
and relevant.

Relevant case law
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The Barnwell Manor Wind Energy Ltd [East Northamptonshire, English
Heritage and The National Trust v. Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government and Barnwell Manor Wind Energy Ltd.] Court of
Appeal (CoA) judgment>® has wider applicability than simply to wind
turbines and is cited below in this chapter of the Recommendation
Report. The CoA held that a decision-maker, having found harm to a
heritage asset, must give that harm “considerable importance and
weight”. This test goes further than simply balancing the effect on a
Listed Building and its setting, or on the character or appearance of a
Conservation Area, against the benefits of a Proposed Development, and
less than substantial harm should not be equated with a less than
substantial objection.

Historic England Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: The
Setting of Heritage Assets®’

This Historic England note provides general advice on understanding
setting and how it can contribute to the significance of heritage assets
and allow that significance to be appreciated, as well on how views can
contribute to setting. The note provides a staged approach to taking
decisions on setting.

It states that setting is not itself a heritage asset or designation; its
importance lies in what it contributes to the significance of the heritage
asset or to the ability to appreciate that significance (paragraph 9). The
contributions made by the setting of heritage assets to their significance
varies. The note states that many settings may be enhanced by
development but that not all settings have the capacity to accommodate
change without harm to the significance of the heritage asset or the
ability to appreciate it (paragraph 17).

Policy discussion

Discussion took place during the Examination around the application of
weight to be given to ‘Substantial’ and ‘Less than substantial’ harm, as
defined in the ANPS and NPPF, as well as the issue of cumulative effects
in terms of harm.

The Applicant [REP6-012, response to HE.2.1] acknowledged that
considerable importance and weight should be given to any harm, in
accordance with the Barnwell case, and considered judgement of weight
to be case specific. In such a way it considered that it is possible that
cumulative ‘Less than substantial harm’ to multiple heritage assets could
be less overall than a hypothetical harm to one asset. The Applicant also
noted that it is clear that there is a scale of harm to be considered, with
the ANPS setting out that “Any harmful impact [...] should be weighed
against the public benefit of development, recognising that the greater
the harm [...] the greater the justification that will be needed for any

6 Barnwell Manor Wind Energy Ltd v East Northants DC, English Heritage,
National Trust and SSCLG [2014] EWCA Civ 137

57 Available at: https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-
setting-of-heritage-assets/
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loss”, and that some harm can be minimised, as PPG states that "for
some developments good design may reduce or remove the harm or
provide enhancement". At ISH4 [EV-019] the Applicant acknowledged
that this would not be possible in this case for indirect offsite harm.

IPs also made reference to the Barnwell judgement [REP4-048], noting
that this found that decision makers should give “considerable
importance and weight” to the desirability of preserving the setting of
Listed Buildings.

The Applicant summarised its view following ISH4 [REP8-014] that
“within the category of less than substantial harm, it is appropriate to
consider greater and lesser harms to assets, i.e. a judgment must be
made as to the scale of harm within the less than substantial category”,
considering that there is a “common-sense distinction between very
minor effects, which would arise through change to setting alone, and
greater effects which may still fall short of substantial harm such as
those which could result from inappropriate alteration”.

The Applicant considers that these distinctions are reflected in the criteria
set out in the ES [APP-033] and the Heritage Assets and Public Benefit
paper in Appendix HE.1.2 of the Applicant’s responses to ExQ1 [REP3-
187] which sets out a list of 15 designated heritage assets that would be
affected by the Proposed Development. Of these, four are stated to be
affected to a negligible magnitude, nine to a low magnitude and two to a
medium magnitude, and “none of the heritage assets of the highest
significance would be affected to more than a low magnitude of adverse
change”. The Applicant notes that a negligible magnitude of change is
defined in the ES at Table 9.13 [APP-033] as ‘Minor and short term or
reversible change to setting which does not affect the significance of the
asset’; a low magnitude of change is defined in the ES at Table 9.13 as
‘Minor and short-term changes to setting which do not affect the key
characteristics and in which the historical context remains substantially
intact’; and a medium magnitude of change is defined as ‘Change to the
key characteristics of an asset’s setting, which gives rise to harm to the
significance of the asset but which still allows its archaeological,
architectural or historic interest to be appreciated’.

With reference to the setting of a heritage asset, the ExA considers that
the definition in the NPPF (and as footnote 10 in the ANPS as stated
above) is very useful and has therefore considered ‘setting’ within this
chapter according to that definition.

While noting the ES magnitude of change categorisations, the ExA notes
that as the first consideration The Infrastructure Planning (Decisions)
Regulations 2010, as stated above, direct that when deciding an
application which affects a Listed Building or its setting, the decision-
maker must have regard to the desirability of preserving the Listed
Building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic
interest which it possesses; that for an application which affects a
Conservation Area the decision maker must have regard to the
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the
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Conservation Area; and finally when considering an application which is
likely to affect a Scheduled Monument or its setting, a decision maker
must have regard to the desirability of preserving the Scheduled
Monument or its setting.

The Barnwell case held that harm to a heritage asset must be given
“considerable importance and weight”, and therefore less than
substantial harm should not be equated with a less than substantial
objection. While there is logically a scale of harm within the framework of
‘Less than substantial harm’, and it may be that harm can be considered
‘de minimis” as too small to be meaningful or taken into consideration or
immaterial, any harm which falls within the criteria of less than
substantial harm must be given considerable importance and weight.

FINDINGS

Baseline

Chapter 9 of the ES [APP-033] selected a study area of 1km radius
around the Order Limits, with further heritage assets beyond the 1km
radius which may experience an effect as a result of the Proposed
Development identified through consultation. The ES noted that this
process of identification was informed by a Zone of Theoretical Visibility
(ZTV). Within the ZTV there are no World Heritage Sites (WHS). The
nearest, Canterbury Cathedral, St. Augustine’s Abbey and St. Martin’s
Church in Canterbury, is located 16km southwest of the study area
(paragraph 9.4.12).

There are two Scheduled Monuments within the study area, which are
both relatively close to the site, recorded in paragraph 9.4.13 of the ES
[APP-033]: An Anglo-Saxon Cemetery south of Ozengell Grange, sited
around 100m to the east of the site, and an Enclosure and ring ditches
sited 180m east-northeast of Minster Laundry. The ES [APP-033] notes
two further heritage assets beyond the study area which merit
consideration (paragraph 9.4.14), being the Scheduled Monument of
Monastic Grange and pre-Conquest nunnery at Minster Abbey, some
1.3km to the south of the site, and the Saxon Shore fort, Roman port
and associated remains at Richborough, located around 5km to the south
of the site.

There are 24 Listed Buildings within the 1km study area and one
Conservation Area (Acol) which is partially within the 1km area [APP-
033]. In terms of non-designated heritage assets, there are over 800
archaeological features within the site and 1km study area. Extant non-
designated built heritage assets primarily comprise airfield structures
[APP-033, paragraph 9.4.22].

Chapter 9 of the ES [APP-033] concludes (paragraph 9.6.6) that direct
effects on heritage assets would only result from assets which may be
physically disturbed as part of the Proposed Development and enabling
works. Indirect effects may happen to heritage assets whose significance
is affected by the proposed development, usually through change to
settings of such assets.
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Chapter 9 of the ES [APP-033] identifies potential receptors within the
site in the form of archaeological remains, including from Palaeolithic and
Mesolithic periods, Prehistoric times, Roman, Anglo-Saxon, Medieval,
Post-Medieval, and from the previous use of the Airport in WWI, WWII,
and from the interwar and Cold War periods. The ES also notes that
overall, the evidence indicates a long history of human activity and
occupation both on the site and within the study area, from earliest
prehistory to the modern period, but also notes that 20" and 215t century
development of the site, in addition to heavy bombing during the wars
and crash sites caused by emergency landings, will have disturbed and
truncated archaeologically sensitive levels in some areas of the site but
that substantial buildings have been largely limited to the sides of the
site, with the runway area to the south and centre portion of the
northern area experiencing less development due to the nature of its use
as an airfield.

Finally, Chapter 9 of the ES considers that with the exception of the NGA,
areas where development is proposed are focused primarily on areas
where there has already been a significant degree of disturbance from
existing development. In terms of the NGA, the ES states (paragraph.
9.4.50) that there is some evidence for disturbance of the NGA,
comprising modern hard standings and buildings around the WWII
control tower, but acknowledges that the majority of this area has not
previously been disturbed. This view was shared by Historic England [RR-
676] and KCC [REP3-143].

Assessment methodology

In terms of indirect effects, the assessment of visual change to setting
considered change to “all possible views of and from the relevant assets
which may contribute to adverse change” [APP-033, paragraph 9.6.19].
For the assessment of noise and potential effect on heritage assets,
methodology outlined in the ANM by Historic England was used [REP6-
014, Appendix He.2.2].

The Aviation Noise Metric

This methodology is based on the magnitude and frequency of noise as
expressed through absolute measures of noise equalised over time
(LAeq) and frequency of maximum noise exceeding a 60dB threshold
(N60 x 20). Heritage assets were identified which were present within a
noise envelope based on number of exceedances of a 60dB noise
threshold and average aviation noise above 54dB [APP-033, paragraphs
9.6.20 to 9.6.21]. Chapter 9 of the ES [APP-033] notes that firstly, the
N60 contour was used as there is no aviation noise currently from the
site (para 9.6.22). Secondly, the heritage assets chosen within this
contour were those whose significance derives partially from the sound
environment:

» "A: solitude, embedded with quietness, is intrinsic to understanding
the form, the function, the design intentions and the rationale for the
siting of a heritage asset;
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» B! a non-quiet and specific existing soundscape forms part of the
functional understanding of the heritage asset;

» (C: the abandonment of a heritage asset; a monument, building or
landscape, in antiquity (or more recently), has created a perceived
‘otherworldly romanticism’ enabled by the absence of anthropogenic
sounds (quietness); or

» D: the absence of ‘foreign (modern) sounds’ allow an asset to be
experienced at ‘a very specific point in time’ that is intrinsic to
understanding the heritage assets significance.”

Within such categories, further assessment was carried out in areas
below 54dB LAeq for the most sensitive heritage assets (categories A, C
and D), between 54dB and 57dB LAeq for category B, between 57dB and
60dB LAeq in rural areas and all heritage assets in areas above 60dB
LAeq, in line with the ANM.

The Ramsgate Society and Ramsgate Heritage and Designh Forum [REP3-
017, REP4-061] raise concerns that the ANM is designed and used for
situations where aircraft noise is already present. They consider that the
metric relates to the expansion of existing airports in use and was
developed specially to cover the assessment of indirect effects of aircraft
noise in respect of Heathrow’s Northeast Runway proposal. They are of
the view that, correctly applied, the metric would require a site-specific
assessment of each historic asset and consideration of absolute noise
impact, rather than noise and annoyance averaged out over 16 and eight
hour periods and consider that Historic England lack technical expertise
in the area of aircraft noise modelling to challenge and test the
Applicants’ conclusions.

Historic England [REP4-058] note that the ANM recommends that
desighated assets are scoped-out during the first stage of desk-top
assessment if they are outwith defined noise contours or sifted out
during the second stage of desk-top assessment if they are not
considered potentially sensitive to the anticipated noise change. The
remaining heritage assets, which are considered to be potentially
sensitive to the anticipated noise change, are then visited and assessed
in detail. It is of the view that the approach taken within the ES complies
with the ANM but is unsure of the ‘scoping out’ of some heritage assets.

The Applicant states that [REP4-025] the ANM is the only adopted
guidance for the assessment of change to setting arising from aviation
noise and has been adopted by Historic England as best-practice
guidance, and also refer to the ES [APP-033, paragraph 9.6.22]: “As the
site is currently not operational it is not subject to aviation noise
currently and so the N60 contour was used to initially identify heritage
assets”, stating that assessment was therefore carried out against the
existing baseline of no flights, and no regard has been had in this
assessment to any previous aviation noise baseline. Furthermore, they
state that the key metrics used in the ANM are the N60 (identifying
numbers of exceedances of a 60dB noise level) and LAeq (measurement
of noise equalised over time), which have been used in the assessment.
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The ExA concludes and recommends that while developed for
consideration of the proposed third runway at Heathrow, the ANM
is fit for purpose for examining noise effects on heritage assets
where there is no aircraft noise at present, due to its use of the
N60 metric. In coming to this view the ExA note that the ANM
was originally produced under the instruction and direction of
Historic Environment.

Assessment of effects

Chapter 9 of the ES [APP-033] considered the magnitude of change on
heritage assets in EIA terms by one of four classes: High, medium, low,
and negligible. It also categorised the significance of heritage assets
themselves into similarly named classes (with for instance designated
heritage assets being rated ‘high’ significance). These classes then form
the ‘X" and 'y’ axis for a significance assessment matrix, with for example
a medium magnitude of change and a high receptor heritage significance
providing significance effects. Table 9.14 of the ES [APP-033] shows this
matrix.

While useful in EIA terms, the outputs of this matrix were not clearly
defined in terms of effects as stated in the ANPS and the NPPF ie in
terms of substantial and less than substantial harm. Amongst others,
questions HE.1.2 and HE.1.6 [PD-007] on this subject led to the
submission of a Heritage Assets and Public Benefit paper [REP3-187,
Appendix HE.1.2] by the Applicant to consider such levels of harm.

Chapter 9 of the ES [APP-033] came to the conclusion (Table 9.15) that
the Proposed Development would cause effects which would be *‘Not
Significant’ in EIA significance terms on three Scheduled Monuments, two
Conservation Areas and two Listed Buildings, and a significant effect on
two Listed Buildings identified within the study area.

The Heritage Assets and Public Benefit paper [REP3-187] considered the
Proposed Development would cause less than substantial harm to 15
heritage assets.

Site inspections

The EXA viewed many of the heritage assets listed below, where publicly
visible, during its USI [EV-004]. As part of the ASI [PD-008, EV-003],
members of the Ramsgate Society assisted in pointing out to all those
present buildings and areas of historical interest within Ramsgate,
including areas of the Ramsgate Conservation Area.

Effects
Conservation Areas

Chapter 9 of the ES [APP-033] identifies a not significant effect on Acol
and Minster Conservation Areas. The Heritage Assets and Public Benefit
paper [REP3-187, Appendix HE.1.2] states that harm caused to these
two assets would be less than substantial.
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Acol Conservation Area

Chapter 9 of the ES [APP-033] considers the significance and
contribution of setting at Acol Conservation Area, stating that the village
derives its historic character from the its relationship to ‘The Street’, the
main road which runs north-south through the village and the
surrounding agricultural land. The ES notes that there is discernible
modern noise from traffic passing through the village and from nearby
major roads.

From the USI, the ExA considers that Acol is a small linear village, with
development focused on The Street, largely from its junction with
Plumstone Road in the south to junctions with Margate Hill and Crispe
Road in the north. The boundaries of the Conservation Area encompass
the junction with Plumstone Road but stop short of the northern roads.

The Street is narrow, with significant sections having no footpath with
properties and mature landscaping set close to the highway edge in a
central section. This tight-knit nature adds to the character of the
Conservation Area, with predominately plum coloured brick boundary
walls and the dense landscaping all adding to the significance of the
Conservation Area. The tightness of the road both in width terms and
due to the lack of space on the sides of the road did appear to lead to
minor issues of traffic congestion during the ExA’s ASI, and this
adversely affects the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.

Acol lies to the north of the airport and so would not be under flight
paths from the Proposed Development. The ES [APP-033] notes that
projected noise levels are below those at which the ANM identifies
potential qualitative change to setting to occur but that the asset has
been considered because of its sensitivity and the relatively high N60
value which derives from proximity to the northern approach path,
considering that sustained noise levels would not be sufficient to give rise
to any discernible change to historic character or significance, and any
effect would be of negligible magnitude.

While the introduction of aircraft noise would be a new addition to the
noise environment, the ExA concludes and recommends that the
essential character of the Conservation Area would be retained
and agree with the Applicant’s Heritage Assets and Public Benefit
paper [REP3-187, Appendix HE.1.2] that the proposed
development would have a less than substantial effect on the
heritage asset.

Minster Conservation Area

The ES [APP-033] states that this heritage asset comprises the historic
core of the village of Minster and is focused on the Abbey and Church of
St Mary Magdalene. The ES considers that the Conservation Area is
generally inward focused, with the underlying topography, built
development and tree planting restricting views outwards to the north,
and draws significance from historic and architectural interests from
views within the Conservation Area, and notes that the village centre is
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quite densely occupied and is frequently busy, with buildings to either
side of Church Street, though pockets of green space within the former
Abbey and in the churchyard of St Mary Magdalene provide a contrast to
the more densely packed houses within the village.

The ExA agrees generally with this assessment of the character of the
Minster. The Conservation Area is drawn tightly to the centre of the
village with the open spaces surrounding the church and Abbey, the
buildings themselves, and the range and attractiveness of many of the
domestic buildings within the Conservation Area adding substantially to
the significance of the Conservation Area. There was little evidence
during the ExA’s USI of the village centre being busy and given its
location away from main roads it seems fairly unlikely that this would be
the case.

The ES [APP-033] states that projected noise levels are below those at
which the ANM identifies potential qualitative change to setting to occur
but this asset has been considered because of its sensitivity and the
relatively high N60 value, noting that sustained noise levels would not be
sufficient to give rise to any discernible change to historic character or
significance, and any effect would be of negligible magnitude. While the
ExA considers such an effect may be more ‘negligible’ it agrees that harm
caused to the setting of the Conservation Area would be less than
substantial.

The ExA concludes and recommend that the projected noise
levels would result in less than substantial harm to the character
of the Conservation Area.

St Nicholas at Wade Conservation Area

St Nicholas at Wade Conservation Area lies to the west of the Proposed
Development and would be located close to aircraft flight paths when
descending from the west and landing at the Proposed Development.
From the USI, the ExA considers that the settlement is an attractive
linear village, based upon Court Road / The Street / The Length, and is
dominated by the Grade I Listed Church of St Nicholas at the west end of
the village. Despite some more recent infill development within the
Conservation Area, there are a range of attractive older properties lining
the main road and the village has a peaceful, rural feel, whose character
is added to by the quality of many of the individual properties within the
village, strong boundaries, mature trees, and the vista up the main street
towards the castellated tower of the church.

The EXA questioned the Applicant over any effect of the Proposed
Development upon the significance of the Conservation Area [PD-010b,
question HE.2.4] in terms of visibility of aircraft. The Applicant is of the
view [REP6-012] that visibility of aircraft would be infrequent and
transient in overall experience and would often be screened, so not likely
to affect significance of the Conservation Area. A later question [PD-014,
HE.3.1] referred to the Applicant’s view that potential clustering of
flights may occur before and after the proposed night flight ban, to which
the Applicant confirmed their view [REP7a-002] that aircraft movements
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would be transient and intermittent, and that clustering would result in
more frequent visibility during specific times of the day but reduction at
other times, providing no adverse effects.

The main road within St Nicholas at Wade runs roughly from the North
West to the South East and is not significantly different in orientation
from the runway of the Proposed Development. From the indicative maps
provided [APP-040] aircraft approaching the runway from the west to
land would not track directly above the main street of the village but
would not be far away. While noting that aircraft would be transient and
intermittent, the forecasts [APP-085] predict enough planes for them to
be a fairly regular occurrence above the village. The visual effect of such
aircraft above the peaceful tranquil settlement would appear out of place
and have an adverse visual effect upon the character and appearance of
the Conservation Area.

The ExA concludes and recommends that such an effect would
cause less than substantial harm.

Ramsgate Conservation Area

Ramsgate Conservation Area covers a large part of the central area and
seafront of Ramsgate. The Conservation Area contains a large number of
Listed Buildings.

Given the size of the Conservation Area, it is difficult to summarise the
character and appearance of the area; it covers the majority of the town
centre from the top of the High Street to the Pugin-designed Grange in
the west and the Winterstoke Gardens to the east. The Conservation
Area also includes the impressively scaled, detailed and sited Royal
Harbour, dating from 1750 and designed to create a harbour to offer
refuge for sailing vessels caught from storms in the English Channel.
Although bustling along some of the busy thoroughfares, the
Conservation Area also contains areas of relative peace and quiet visited
by the ExA such as Albion Place Gardens, to the north of the Harbour,
Liverpool Lawn, set above the Harbour and the area surrounding the
Bandstand adjacent to Wellington Crescent.

Various IPs, including the Ramsgate Society, Ramsgate Heritage and
Design Forum and various individuals [including REP3-017, REP4-061,
REP4-048] consider that the Proposed Development would have a
harmful effect on the heritage assets of Ramsgate, including the
Conservation Area, both in terms of noise and visual effects.

In terms of noise impacts upon the Conservation Area, the Applicant
points [APP-051, REP3-195] to the use of the ANM, considering that
increased noise at the levels predicted within the Conservation Area
would not affect a receptor’s ability to understand or appreciate the
heritage interests of the Conservation Area. It notes that it is only where
the significance of a heritage asset is sensitive to noise change that an
adverse effect would arise, and that no harm would arise and the
character of the Conservation Area would be preserved. It notes that in
the majority of the Conservation Area the existing soundscape is
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provided largely by traffic noise with occasional noise from harbour and
marina operations, which reinforce the area's historic and functional links
with the sea, and is of the view that the majority of this area is not
sensitive to altered levels of background noise.

NNF [REP7a-038] state that planes landing from the east and taking off
into the east are at a few hundred feet over Ramsgate, and that when
the airport was operating as a commercial airport, at a far lower level of
activity than the applicant is projecting, aviation noise did give rise to
adverse perceptual change in the setting of the area and adverse effects
were experienced. In support of this view they provide a copy of a 2009
TCPA1990 planning consent for a housing development in Ramsgate
which required noise attenuation due to the previous operations of
Manston Airport [REP6-049], considering that the larger operation now
planned by the Proposed Development would have to have a noise effect
on the Conservation Area.

Notwithstanding any effect on Listed Buildings within Ramsgate or the
Ramsgate HAZ, which are considered below, despite the presence of
small oases of calm within the Conservation Area the ExA agrees that
in the majority of the Conservation Area its soundscape is
provided by its bustling nature, through the noise of traffic,
people and harbour activities.

In this context therefore the ExA concludes and recommends that
noise created by the Proposed Development would not cause
harm to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.

The 2009 housing planning permission relates to the view at that time of
TDC over the noise effects of the airport and living conditions of the
future residents of the proposed house, rather than any effect on the
significance of the Conservation Area.

Further detailed consideration of the ANM in relation to Listed Buildings
within Ramsgate is considered below.

The Ramsgate Society considers [REP4-062] that the issue of visual
effects has nothing to do with the appearance of the airport site which is
not visible from the Ramsgate Conservation Area, but rather, in its view,
is about the impact of low flying aircraft, landing and taking off from the
airport, given the direction of the eastern flight path which cuts across
the Conservation Area, considering there to be a significant negative
visual impact given the proximity of the airport to the Conservation Area
and the intensity of ATMs forecast at Year 20. Videos and photographs
were produced in evidence of the previous effect of aircraft transiting
over Ramsgate Royal Harbour [REP3-283 *‘NNFO09 ref Photos and Map’,
REP4-087, REP4-090].

The Applicant’s view of any visual effects upon Ramsgate Conservation
Area are the same as their view on any effect on the St Nicholas at Wade
Conservation Area; that the visibility of aircraft would be infrequent and
transient in the overall experience of the Conservation Area and would
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often be screened, and that clustering of aircraft may result in more
frequent visibility during specific times of the day but a reduction at other
times, therefore providing no adverse effects.

It is true that aircraft transiting over the Ramsgate Conservation Area
may often be screened, depending on where the receptor may be within
the Area and the angle of view of the flightpath. However, the
Conservation Area boundary encompasses the full extent of the Royal
Harbour, including the east and west piers. For receptors stood within the
Royal Harbour, on some of the higher roads overlooking the Harbour
such as Royal Parade and Prospect Terrace, a clear view of aircraft
arriving or leaving the airport over the harbour would be visible. While
such aircraft may be relatively infrequent, the frequency would increase
over time based on the Applicant’s forecasts. The aircraft would
represent a change to the setting of the Conservation Area, and one that
draw the eye away from the Royal Harbour, having an adverse effect on
the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.

The ExA concludes and recommends that visual effects of the
Proposed Development would cause harm to the Ramsgate
Conservation Area and that such harm would be less than
substantial.

Broadstairs Conservation Area

TDC raise the issue of Broadstairs Conservation Area within its LIR.
Appendix E to Appendix 9.1 of the ES [APP-052] states that this
Conservation Area lies entirely outside of the n60 > 20 and 54dB LAeq
contours. The appendix notes that the area comprises a busy town to
which specific sounds or absence of sound does not specifically contribute
to heritage significance, and concludes that consequently this area is not
particularly sensitive to altered levels of background noise, which would
in any case be very limited.

Given the forecast noise contours, indicative flight paths, and distance of
the aircraft from the Conservation Area that would arise from the
Proposed Development the ExA does not conclude or recommend
that the Proposed Development would cause harm to the setting
of this Conservation Area, in noise or visual terms.

Listed Buildings and Scheduled Monuments

The ES [APP-033] came to the conclusion that the Proposed
Development would not have a significant effect on three Scheduled
Monuments and two Listed Buildings, and a significant effect on two
Listed Buildings identified within the study area.

The Applicant’s Heritage Assets and Public Benefit paper [REP3-187]
considered the Proposed Development would cause less than substantial
harm to 10 Listed Buildings and three Scheduled Monuments. The names
of such Listed Buildings, combined with the ES assessment of magnitude
of harm and harm levels from the Heritage Assets and Public Benefits
paper [REP3-187] have been combined by the ExA for ease of reference
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in the table below (Table 3.1). This list includes the Scheduled Ancient
Monument (SM) at Minster Grange due to its overlap with Listed
Buildings on the site.

Heritage asset | ES assessment of magnitude of change Magnitude
of harm
Chapel House Heritage significance: High for Less than
architectural and historic interest substantial
Magnitude of change: Low - limited harm
increase in noise may affect contribution
of rural setting to asset
EIA Significance: Not significant
Cleve Court Heritage significance: High for Less than
and Cleve architectural and historic interest substantial
Lodge Magnitude of change: Medium - while harm
setting is not dependent on tranquillity,
noise levels would present a qualitative
change to setting and could detract from
historic interest
EIA Significance: Significant
Prospect Inn Heritage significance: High for Less than
architectural and historic interest substantial
Magnitude of change: Low - setting harm
makes limited contribution to
significance and does not depend on
tranquillity. Existing setting already has
relatively high noise levels and the site
is associated with aviation.
EIA Significance: Not significant
Way House and | Heritage significance: High for Less than
Wayborough architectural and historic interest substantial
Houdse, anclll Magnitude of change: Medium - limited harm
g?tr ehn ;va increase in noise would affect
attache contribution of rural setting to asset
EIA Significance: Significant
Monastic Heritage significance: High for Less than
grange and architectural, archaeological and historic | substantial
pre-Conquest interest harm
nunnery at

Minster Abbey
(SM)

Magnitude of change: Low — while
tranquillity contributes to setting,
anticipated noise levels would present
only a limited change.
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EIA Significance: Not significant

Minster Abbey Heritage significance: High for Less than
architectural and historic interest substantial
Magnitude of change: Low- while harm
tranquillity contributes to setting,
anticipated noise levels would present
only a limited change.
EIA Significance: Not significant
Barn about 30 Heritage significance: High for Less than
metres North architectural and historic interest substantial
,E\Ef)t of Minster Magnitude of change: Low - while harm
€y tranquillity contributes to setting,
anticipated noise levels would present a
limited change.
EIA Significance: Not significant
Gates and Heritage significance: High for Less than
Walls to architectural and historic interest substantial
Minster Abbey Magnitude of change: Low - while harm
tranquillity contributes to setting,
anticipated noise levels would present a
limited change.
EIA Significance: Not significant
Wall and Gate Heritage significance: High for Less than
Lodge East of architectural and historic interest substantial
Minster Abbey Magnitude of change: Low - while harm
tranquillity contributes to setting,
anticipated noise levels would present a
limited change.
EIA Significance: Not significant
Laundry about | Heritage significance: High for Less than
15 metres West | architectural and historic interest substantial
XLL’“nSter Magnitude of change: Low - while harm
€y tranquillity contributes to setting,
anticipated noise levels would present a
limited change.
EIA Significance: Not significant
Enclosure and Heritage significance: High for Less than
ring ditches archaeological interest substantial
sited . . _ . harm
180meast- Magnitude of change: Low - setting

northeast of

makes limited contribution to
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Minster
Laundry

significance and does not depend on
tranquillity.

EIA Significance: Not significant

Anglo-Saxon Heritage significance: High for Less than
cemetery S of archaeological interest substantial
8zengell Magnitude of change: Negligible - harm
range setting makes limited contribution to
significance and does not depend on
tranquillity
EIA Significance: Not significant
Saxon Shore Archaeological significance: High for Less than
fort, Roman architectural archaeological and historic | substantial
port and interest harm
assoqatedt Magnitude of change: Negligible -
rRe'n;?)lns a h minimal increase in noise would present
ichboroug little or no discernible change to setting
EIA Significance: Not significant
Chapel House

The Grade II listed Chapel House is located some distance to the North
East of Minster, and south of the Proposed Development site. The listing
notes that the former chapel dates from the 14" Century and was built
as a private chapel for Thorne Manor (demolished). The property was
converted into a house in the mid-19t™ century. The dwelling is located in
a rural area where the noise impacts of the Proposed Development would
alter the setting of the Listed Building. The ES [APP-033] states that
noise at the projected level may become intrusive at particularly quiet
periods, but sustained noise exposure would not be of a sufficient
magnitude to give rise to a qualitative change to the perception of the
asset as a rural farmhouse. No evidence was submitted to the
Examination that countered this assessment.

The ExA concludes and recommends that harm caused to this
heritage asset would be less than substantial.

Cleve Court and Cleve Lodge

The Grade II* listed Cleve Court and Cleve Lodge are located to the
South East of Acol and are close to the North West boundary of the
Proposed Development site. The attractive fagcade of two-storey plum
brick Cleve Court has a distinctive central Venetian window at first floor
level and central raised door with bracketed moulded cornice. The listing
notes that the house was occupied for many years by Lord Carson.

The property faces directly onto Minster Road and the ExA agree that the
setting of the property is not dependent on tranquillity but that the
proximity of the heritage asset to the Proposed Development would have
significant effects. While the change to the setting of the asset that the
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Proposed Development would cause would not affect the architectural
quality or historic fabric of the building and hence harm would not be
substantial, the proximity of the building and change to its setting would
result in an adverse effect on the heritage asset.

The ExA concludes and recommends that the Proposed
Development would have an effect upon the heritage asset at the
higher levels of less than substantial harm.

Prospect Inn

The Prospect Inn is located adjacent to the dual carriageway of the A299
to the South West of the Proposed Development site. The inn is now
occupied by a hotel, and is a distinctive building designed in the
streamline moderne / international style by Oliver Hill. The two-storey
rear residential block has a noticeable glazed staircase light.

It is likely that the design of the property was partly influenced by the
presence of the airport and the building is located in an area with existing
levels of fairly high noise.

The ExA has considered the Applicant’s assessment and has taken
account of this in coming to its conclusion and recommendation
that the harm caused to the property would be less than
substantial.

Way House and Wayborough House, and garden wall attached

The Grade II listed Way House and Wayborough House are located to the
south of the Proposed Development on the quiet lane of Wayborough Hill.
The listing notes that the two houses were formerly one, and date from
the 17" century or earlier and notes the architectural detailing of the
properties. The setting of the property is enhanced by the tranquil rural
surroundings and substantial mature landscaping along Wayborough Hill.
The ES considers that the magnitude of change to the heritage asset
would be medium and no evidence was submitted to the Examination to
counter this assessment.

The ExA has considered the Applicant’s assessment and has taken
account of this in coming to its conclusion and recommendation
that the Proposed Development would cause less than substantial
harm to the Listed Building.

Minster Abbey; Monastic grange and pre-Conquest nunnery at Minster
Abbey; Gates and Walls to Minster Abbey,; Wall and Gate Lodge East of
Minster Abbey (SM),; Laundry about 15 metres West of Minster Abbey;
Barn about 30 metres North East of Minster Abbey

The above Listed Buildings and SM have been grouped together for the
purposes of brevity. Minster Abbey is a Grade I listed abbey, with
buildings dating from, according to the listing, the 11 and 12 century,
and is constructed in rubble and flint with dressed stone details. The
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6.3.125.

6.3.126.

6.3.127.

6.3.128.

6.3.129.

listing notes that the Abbey was originally built around three sides of a
courtyard, with a chapel on the south side, domestic and offices on the
west and north sides.

The Abbey has been used by Benedictine Nuns since the 1930s and was
built on the site of the Abbey of St Peter and St Paul. The Scheduled
Monument listing notes that the monastic grange at Minster Abbey
survives exceptionally well and is a rare early type of this type of
monument, retaining the 11™ and 12 century buildings of high
architectural quality, and states that the grange is the most important
and one of the best surviving examples of a group of contemporary
Benedictine monastic granges which cluster on the Isle of Thanet.

The other Listed Buildings (Gates and Walls, Wall and Gate Lodge,
Laundry, and Barn) are all listed Grade II and all share the flint-based
construction materials of the Abbey.

It is clear that the Abbey is of great importance, as indicated by its Grade
I listed status. The Applicant considers that the Proposed Development
would cause less than substantial harm to the heritage assets.

The ExA agrees with this view and concludes and recommends
that while it is clear that solitude is intrinsic to understanding the
form, the function, the design intentions and the rationale for the
siting of the Abbey, and that the extensive history of the place
contributes to this understanding, the distance of the Abbey from
the Proposed Development and its siting south of the airport,
away from any possible flight paths means noise levels produced
by the Proposed Development would not have a substantial effect
upon the heritage asset.

Enclosure and ring ditches sited 180m east-northeast of Minster Laundry
(SM)

This SM is located close to Way House and Wayborough House, and is
directly south of the A299 which forms the southern boundary of the
Proposed Development site. The features recorded as crop marks on
aerial photographs represent the surviving ditches of a Romano-British
and Iron Age settlement. The ES notes that the SM is primarily of
significance for archaeological interests, deriving from the informative
potential of surviving below ground remains. Its setting is influenced by
its location on a south-facing slope with views south toward the River
Stour, and also by the busy A299.

The ExA concludes and recommends that the setting of the SM
does not make a significant contribution to its significance and
although some harm would be caused to the significance of the
SM by the proximity of the Proposed Development, such harm
would be limited and less than substantial.

Anglo-Saxon Cemetery south of Ozengell Grange
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6.3.131.

6.3.132.
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6.3.134.

6.3.135.

6.3.136.

This SM is sited around 100m to the east of the site. Partial excavation
since the mid-19th Century has recorded over 100 Anglo-Saxon burials,
many with grave goods, on or in the vicinity of the site. The ES notes
that the site will contain archaeological information and environmental
evidence relating to the cemetery, the material culture of those buried
and the landscape in which the cemetery was created, considering that
the SM is primarily of significance for archaeological interests, deriving
from the informative potential of surviving below ground remains. Its
setting is influenced by its location on a ridge with views south and east
toward the sea and also by its modern-day location adjacent to the A299.

As above, the ExA concludes and recommends that the setting of
the SM does not make a significant contribution to its significance
and although some harm would be caused to the significance of
the SM by the proximity of the Proposed Development, such harm
would be limited and less than substantial.

Saxon Shore fort, Roman port and associated remains at Richborough

The Grade I listed Richborough Castle is located around 5km to the south
of the Proposed Development and takes the form of the remains of the
Roman settlement Rutupiae. The site covers some 40ha and the castle is
sited on a high point where views from towards the north clearly take in
the ridgeline of the Proposed Development site across the valley of the
River Stour. The listing provides a detailed history of the site detailing
how the site, which overlooked the old Wantsum Channel dividing the
Isle of Thanet from the rest of Kent was the landing site for part of the
Roman invasion in AD 43.

Due to the distance of the castle from the Proposed Development site,
noise increases at the heritage asset caused by the proposal would be
minimal. Aspects of the Proposed Development, including built
development and potentially planes and lighting would also be visible
within the wider setting of the castle.

However, given the distance between the two sites the ExA concludes
and recommends that harm caused to the heritage asset would
be limited and less than substantial.

Other Listed Buildings

The Ramsgate Society [REP4-061] note that none of the Listed Buildings
referred to within the ES [APP-033] or the Heritage Assets and Public
Benefit paper [REP3-187] lie within Ramsgate, despite the town’s
proximity to the airport and the line of the eastern flight path. They
consider that substantial harm would be caused to a majority of the 456
Listed Buildings and structures within Ramsgate, and to its Conservation
Areas, due to the intensity of aviation use.

Historic England does not consider that the heritage significance of
heritage assets in Ramsgate are “likely to be much harmed by
operational aircraft noise” [REP3-162]. In clarification [REP4-058] it
states that there may be some harm caused to Listed Buildings in

MANSTON AIRPORT: TR020002
REPORT TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT: 18 OCTOBER 2019 158


https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003648-The%20Ramsgate%20Society%20-%20Comments%20on%20Historic%20England%E2%80%99s%20Written%20Representation%20to%20the%20Examining%20Authority.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-002407-5.2-1%20-%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Main%20Text%20-%20Chapters%201-10.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003370-RiverOak%20Strategic%20Partners%20-Appendices%20to%20Answers%20to%20First%20Written%20Questions.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003159-Historic%20England%20-%20Written%20Representations.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003671-Historic%20England%20-%20Additional%20Written%20Representations.pdf

6.3.137.

6.3.138.

6.3.139.

6.3.140.

6.3.141.

Ramsgate by the Proposed Development. It considered during the
Examination process that further information should be provided by the
Applicant regarding its assessment following the ANM.

The Applicant provided [REP6-012] a list of seven heritage assets in
Ramsgate which are in the categories identified within the ANM detailed
above (categories A to D) and fell within the forecast N60 contours
(number of occasions in a time period where noise exceeds 60dB LAmax)
for 20 occurrences. These were: The Grade I listed Church of St.
Laurence, Ramsgate and 25 associated Grade II listed headstones,
mausolea and tomb groups; the Grade I listed Church of St. George,
Ramsgate and four associated Grade II listed tomb groups and Grade II
listed railings; the Grade II* listed Montefiore Synagogue and associated
Grade II listed gatepiers and toilets; the Grade II listed St. Augustine’s
Abbey; the Grade I listed Church of St Augustine, St. Augustine’s Road;
the Grade II registered Park and Garden of Albion Place Gardens; and
the Grade II listed Eastcliff Bandstand.

It notes that predicted noise levels at the Church of St. George, the
Montefiore Synagogue, St. Augustine’s Abbey and Church of St.
Augustine are below 54dB LAeq,16hr in all assessment scenarios; below
the level that the ANM notes at paragraph 5.4.4 that would be disturbing
to otherwise quiet heritage assets and that noise would be unlikely to
interfere with existing sounds that contribute to significance. These
assets were consequently scoped out of detailed further assessment.

The EXA noted at ISH4 [EV-019, EV-024, EV-024a] that part of the Grade
I listed Church of St. George and its southern area of graveyard fell
within the 54dB LAeq,16hr contour. This church is located in the heart of
Ramsgate, yet is in an area of relative seclusion, accessed via the quiet
road of Church Hill.

The Applicant acknowledged that the Churchyard of St. George is located
in a quieter area of the Ramsgate Conservation Area, and that the
setting of the church and associated structures is a relatively tranquil
area. However, it considered that the context of the churchyard remains
a discernibly modern urban setting, and the viewer will be well aware of
the modern urban environment around the church. They also noted that
54dB LAeq is the lowest level at which the ANM would anticipate a
discernible effect for this category of asset and scoped the church out of
detailed assessment in the understanding that it was located on the
periphery of this 54dB LAeq,16hr contour and that noise from the
Proposed Development would not alter the contribution of setting to the
significance of the heritage assets.

The EXA considers that tranquil areas within the heart of urban settings
can conversely be more important than in other settings, because of the
respite they can give from the noise of modern urban life. However, it is
acknowledged that only part of the church would fall within the 54dB
contour under the worst-case scenarios modelled by the ES, and that this
location on the periphery of the contours would mean that negligible
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harm would be caused by noise from the Proposed Development to the
significance of the heritage asset.

The Applicant states that the Grade II listed church of St. Lawrence,
Ramsgate, is located adjacent to the A255 / B2014 junction, opposite a
petrol station and the churchyard is within 300m of the Canterbury -
Ramsgate railway, considering that the presence of modern traffic and
rail noise is an existing and defining element of the setting of these
assets, which are consequently not sensitive to the predicted change. At
ISH4 [EV-019, EV-024, EV-024a] the Applicant was questioned over the
associated headstones, mausolea and tomb groups, many of which are
located in the rear graveyard, away from the road junction, but
considered that the primary asset was the listed church, and that the
associated groupings were listed due to their association with the church.

The ExA notes such evidence and concludes and recommends that
the existing noise environment at the church would not be
adversely affected by the Proposed Development such that harm
would be caused to the significance of the heritage assets.

The Grade II registered Park and Garden of Albion Place Gardens was
raised as a potential issue by the ExA during ISH4 [EV-019, EV-024, EV-
024a] due to its location within the 54dB contour and proximity to the 57
dB contour. The Applicant notes that gardens fall within a class of assets
identified by the ANM as potentially sensitive to change in noise
environment, but is bounded by roads on all sides, including the B2054
Madeira Walk, which is the principal route through the town along the
seafront and has car parking to two sides. It considers that any
expectation of a quieter environment is relative to the soundscape of the
surrounding streets, meaning that this asset would not be sensitive to
the predicted change.

The ExA notes such evidence and concludes and recommends that
the Proposed Development would not cause harm to the
significance of the Gardens due to its existing setting and
surroundings.

The Applicant also notes that the Grade II listed Eastcliff Bandstand
derives significance from the audibility of specific soundscapes at specific
times, but it is located within an urban area with a number of existing
sources of noise, primarily arising from traffic movements on the
adjacent B2054 Wellington Crescent and would not be sensitive to the
predicted change.

The ExA notes such evidence and concludes and recommends that
the Proposed Development would not cause harm to the heritage
asset.

Visual effects upon listed heritage assets in Ramsgate

Above, the ExA considers that the Proposed Development would cause
less than substantial harm to the character and appearance of the
Ramsgate Conservation Area due to the visibility of aircraft arising from
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the Proposed Development. However, the EXA does not consider that
similar harm would be caused to Listed Buildings or similar assets in
Ramsgate from the proposal.

The visibility of aircraft transiting such a large Conservation Area would
take place over a relatively lengthy period in time when compared to the
transitory effects over a single Listed Building, and would therefore have
a wider effect upon the character and appearance of the Conservation
Area than any visual effects on one individual Listed Building. In such a
way the visual effect of aircraft would not harm the setting and
significance of a Listed Building, but may have an effect on the character
or appearance of a Conservation Area.

Buildings newly listed or listing changed during the Examination

During the course of the Examination nine further structures in Ramsgate
were granted listed status. These structures are: Festival of Britain
Fountain; Victoria Gardens Kiosk; Gateway to Barber’s Almshouses;
Clarendon House Grammar School; Augusta Villa; Aberdeen House;
Castle Cottage; 51 Queen Street; and NatWest Bank, 53 High Street. A
further building was upgraded (East Court) to Grade II* and a number of
listings have been ‘relisted’ to provide extended descriptions and
histories.

The Applicant assessed these buildings against the ANM criteria [REP8-
014, Appendix ISH4 - 5] and considered that, of the new listings, only
the Festival of Britain Fountain on Victoria Parade was potentially
sensitive to noise effects. It notes that the fountain is not operating at
present, meaning that any audible contribution to its significance arising
from the sound of running and splashing water is latent but that a
restoration programme is underway and therefore this asset has been
treated as sensitive. It states that the fountain is located adjacent to a
bus stop on the B2054 Victoria Parade and is outside of the 54dB
LAeq,16hr contour in all modelled scenarios and that consequently, no
effect is anticipated.

Taking into account the evidence submitted the ExA concludes and
recommends that the buildings newly listed or with changed
listing during the Examination would not be harmed by the
Proposed Development.

Listed Buildings and noise insulation

Both TDC in its LIR [REP3-010] and Historic England [RR-0676] raise the
issue of the difficulty of providing noise mitigation to Listed Buildings in
the flight path, such as changes to windows, without potential harm to
the significance of the asset. Similar issues are also raised by IPs,
including [RR-0644, RR-1626, RR-1948]

The Applicant stated [REP3-195] that no Listed Buildings fell
within the proposed Dwelling Noise Insulation Scheme (DNIS)
and so mitigation against noise generated by the Proposed
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Development would not be required. On the basis of the proposed
DNIS the ExA agrees with this conclusion.

Archaeology

Archaeology is clearly identified in the TDC and KCC LIRs as a key issue,
given the richness of the archaeological environment and history in
Thanet, and the relative undisturbed nature of much of the NGA and lack
of previous archaeological work in this area.

The Applicant considered initially that the dDCO allowed for detailed
archaeological investigation of the NGA to identify any archaeological
remains and noted that a large proportion of the NGA would be taken up
with museums and radar safeguarding zones where no construction
activity was planned. It stated [REP3-195] that design and engineering
measures would be further defined following a required site investigation
and would be within the Rochdale Envelope, while acknowledging that in
the event that significant archaeological remains were found then the site
Masterplan needed to remain flexible, and stated that the remains of a
Roman enclosure and barrow cemeteries identified by KCC would be
largely retained, with works only required in connection with the
refurbishment of approach lights.

TDC were of the view in their LIR that trial trenching should be carried
out [REP3-010], noting that paragraph 9.3.12 of the ES [APP-033] states
that the Applicant envisages further survey work, including trial
trenching, will be undertaken as part of the DCO. TDC considered that
R16 was adequate in securing the scheme as it also requires
archaeological investigation prior to the commencement of a particular
part of the Authorised Development, but raised concern that given the
quantum of development which would be approved by the DCO on the
NGA, it is unclear how the proposed layout could respond to the
discovery of a feature of high significance in this area to allow for
preservation in situ.

KCC also raised issues [REP3-139] concerning preservation in situ,
considering that to achieve the levels that may be required, there would
need to be sufficient flexibility within the parameters of development and
to be sure that this would not counter the principle of the Proposed
Development and make the requirement unworkable. KCC noted that
incomplete archaeological surveys introduce an increased risk that
important archaeology will be later found in the development site and
that will not be able to be preserved within the agreed parameters of the
development and its design, also stating that the significance and harm
to the built heritage assets of the site were not fully set out and
addressed in the DCO submission and potentially development could
result in the loss of important built heritage assets.

In a similar vein Historic England understood the reasons why surveys
had not been undertaken [REP3-162] but stated that the fact remains
that there was inadequate understanding of the archaeological
significance of the NGA and some areas of the proposed airside
development to make informed decisions about the Proposed
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Development. It also noted that given the potential for nationally
important archaeological remains on the site it was important that
sufficient flexibility in the Proposed Development quantum and design
was retained for any such assets that may be discovered during the
course of future surveys to be preserved as part of the scheme. It was
concerned over the extent of development proposals for the NGA,
considering that any buried archaeological remains in this area would be
harmed by ground works, and that the greater the range and depth of
these foundations and services, the more likely it will be that
archaeological remains would be severely damaged or destroyed.

Partly in response to such concerns, the Applicant submitted a draft WSI
for Archaeology [REP4-019]. The WSI is secured by R16 in the dDCO and
sets out the standards and scope of archaeological works required for
further investigation alongside mitigation via investigation and recording
of archaeological remains.

Historic England was of the view [REP6-042] that the initial draft WSI did
not make provision for preservation in situ of important remains and did
not make it clear what process would ensure that such remains are
preserved, considering that achieving preservation might entail
alterations to the quantum and design of the development, which would
be beyond the scope of a WSI. It also noted that in areas other than NGA
no allowance was made for the preservation of important heritage assets
should they be discovered. KCC however considered [REP6-045] that the
draft WSI was satisfactory in general subject to detailed concerns, such
as evaluation to inform whether the need for preservation is required
with these to be clarified and accommodated in the WSI.

In response to these concerns the Applicant altered the draft WSI
[REP7a-003, Appendix HE.3.3] and stated that the preservation of
significant archaeological remains would be achieved through the
development of the Masterplan and detailed design, secured through R3
of the dDCO, with amendments made to this Requirement to take
account of the views of Historic England [REP7a-002]. Alterations were
also made to the draft WSI to consider control measures regarding
contaminated land.

The reference in the WSI to dDCO R3 is made for particularly significant
remains to be protected by avoidance or engineering solutions, placing
the ultimate decision over the acceptability of loss or provisions for
preservation with the LPA, in consultation with Historic England and KCC.

Further iterations and discussion on the issue of the WSI took place
through the Examination, with alterations made to the WSI, which when
combined with R3 and R16 of the dDCO resulted in Historic England
stating that it did not object to the draft WSI [REP9-022]. The fourth
version of the draft WSI was submitted at D9 [REP9-008].

KCC considered that the wording in dDCO R3 was satisfactory to “allow
the Masterplan to be informed by the archaeology and built heritage
interests on the site” and also noted that a smaller development footprint
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6.3.166.

6.3.167.

6.3.168.

6.3.169.

6.3.170.

due to archaeological finds may include a reduced quantum of
development, noting that the Applicant had explained that “the quantum
proposed in the North Grass Area is to be regarded as a maximum”
[REP11-018].

KCC was also pleased that the majority of comments raised had been
addressed within this WSI [REP11-018] and welcomed additional points
on Buildings Assessment and Historic Character Assessment. Paragraphs
5.5.8 to 5.5.10 of the WSI concern post-excavation reporting, and states
that initial geophysical survey results will be made available to the KCC
Archaeologist within two weeks of the completion of the surveys, and
that an interim report on trial trenching would be made available to
Historic England and the KCC Archaeologist within two weeks of
completion of the trenching, with any further reporting required to
provide evidence to establish an assessment of potential national
significance be produced within the stated timescale as at paragraph
5.5.9. Such timescales are put in place for interim and initial reporting so
that the programme for submission of the revised Masterplan is not
adversely affected.

KCC are of the view [REP11-018] that there may need to be higher level
of reporting available to enable the KCC to provide a sufficiently informed
view to the Secretary of State on the Masterplan, but note that they will
consider options for expedited reporting to achieve an early view of the
significance of archaeology where it is clearly demonstrated, but
reporting should follow the process set out in Appendix B unless
otherwise agreed with KCC.

KCC also notes that the final version of the WSI [REP9-008] reverts back
to a previous version when considering the procedure for dealing with
human remains. KCC is of the view that this may be overly onerous for
remains which are clearly archaeological.

During the Examination an IP [Supporters of Manston Airport, AS-200]
raised an apparent discrepancy in two of the Applicant’s documents
regarding military remains, noting that a draft version of the WSI [REP4-
019] stated that there were no records of military vessels or aircraft
having been lost within the site boundary, but also that there are records
of military aircraft crash sites within the site, and that the Archaeological
Desk Based Assessment [APP-049] states that there are 14 potential
protected military remains within the study area, 11 of which are located
within the Order Limits.

When questioned on this issue, the Applicant [REP9-006] stated that of
the 11 crashes, seven were on or over the airfield, with four recorded as
being recovered. Of the other three no records were found other than
they had crashed in 1940. The Applicant was of the view that given the
date of the crashes and management of sites in military use it was highly
likely that any military remains remaining on the airfield were very
limited. They considered that any risk of remaining military remains
would be covered by the WSI plus the provisions of the Protection of
Military Remains Act 1986. This Act makes it an offence to tamper with,
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6.3.171.

6.3.172.

6.3.173.

6.3.174.

6.3.175.

6.3.176.

6.3.177.

damage, move, remove or unearth remains if believing or having
reasonable grounds for suspecting that any place comprises any remains
of an aircraft which has crashed while in military service.

As covered in Chapter 9, below, in its question DCO.3.14, the ExXA
queried whether the Applicant considered that, in addition to the new
Article 37, the Protection of Military Remains Act 1986 applies in this case
and, if so, whether it should be referenced in the dDCO.

The Applicant’s response [REP7a-002] stated that:

“The application of the Protection of Military Remains Act 1986 is
unaffected by Article 37. Article 37 is intended to provide further
protection in connection with human remains which do not receive
protection under the Protection of Military Remains Act 1986. The
Applicant is not aware of the presence of any military aircraft that would
be protected under the Protection of Military Remains Act 1986”.

Through the examination process the Applicant’s proposals for
archaeology have progressed significantly with the assistance of Historic
Enlgand and KCC.

The ExA concludes and recommends that the provisions now set
out in the WSI [REP9-008], as secured through R3 and R16 of the
rdDCO sufficiently provide the level of protection to any
archaeology and archaeological remains which are found during
pre-construction site investigation. The Requirements
satisfactorily address the risk of potential harm and operational
requirements through enforceable provisions for protection of
particularly significant remains and mitigation of any potential
loss, as evidenced by the satisfaction of Historic England over the
provisions of the WSI and the Requirements.

In relation to archaeology feeding into the Masterplan, the offer of KCC
to consider options for expedited reporting to achieve an early view of
the significance of archaeology where it is clearly demonstrated is
welcomed. The EXA considers that the combined expertise of KCC and
Historic Enlgand when commenting on the Masterplan will be sufficient in
the time available to allow the SoS to make an informed decision on the
Masterplan.

While noting KCC views on the potentially overly-onerous Article 37,
provisions for archaeological human remains, it appears to the ExA that
such a ‘belt and braces’ approach would not result in harm to
archaeology and is recommended.

With regards to military crash sites, based on the evidence provided and
the provisions of the WSI, which sets out that archaeological material
which is normally subject to statutory protection under the Protection of
Military Remains Act 1986, the Treasure Act 1996 and the Burial Act
1857 would remain subject to statutory protection, the EXA considers
that this matter raised by the Supporters of Manston Airport has been
satisfactorily dealt with.
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6.3.178.

6.3.179.

6.3.180.

6.3.181.

6.3.182.

6.3.183.

Heritage Action Zone

Historic England designated a HAZ in Ramsgate in April 2017. Working
with TDC, Ramsgate Town Council, Ramsgate Coastal Community Team
and the Ramsgate Society, the HAZ seeks to achieve economic growth by
using the historic environment as a catalyst, with an aim to grow
Ramsgate into a prosperous maritime town where outstanding heritage
and architecture coupled with new investment and development
strengthens the economy for the benefit of the local community.

Various IPs [including REP3-056, REP3-017] consider that the Proposed
Development would have an adverse effect on the aims of the HAZ. The
Ramsgate Society consider that due to the noise effects of aircraft that
there would be a spiralling downward trend in terms of maintenance and
improvement of heritage assets as the market popularity of Ramsgate
rapidly declines.

Historic England initially stated [REP3-204] that it did not consider that
the significance of heritage assets in Ramsgate were likely to be harmed
by operational aircraft noise, and also that HAZ projects with which it is
currently involved are likely to be undermined by such noise. It later
clarified its views [REP4-058], considering that the aims of the HAZ
programme would remain unchanged but noting that operational aircraft
noise could have socio-economic impacts and that if the heritage
significance of heritage assets, or the potential for this to be appreciated
by people, is harmed this might make HAZ projects more difficult to
deliver. It does not see such effects as exclusive to heritage assets.

The Applicant considers that the HAZ is an area where heritage assets
are used as a focus for economic regeneration, noting that effects on
heritage assets have been assessed in the ES [APP-033] in line with the
agreed scope and methodology for historic environment assessment and
no significant adverse effects were identified. It also considers that
effects on the HAZ are most appropriately assessed in terms of effects on
the local economy and tourism, which the ES concludes would be minor
beneficial.

In the Socio-Economic section of this chapter, the ExA has concluded
that the proximity of the airport and the orientation of its runway to
Ramsgate means that there would be a negative effect on the tourism
industry of Ramsgate resulting from the Proposed Development. This is a
separate issue to that of noise from aircraft affecting the heritage
significance of Listed Buildings in Ramsgate. However, the ExA can
appreciate that if the Proposed Development has a harmful effect on
tourism in Ramsgate, then it may have a knock-on socio-economic effect
in terms of the regeneration, maintenance and re-use of heritage assets,
for example as guest houses, hotels or restaurants.

The EXA recognises that it is difficult to fully quantify such effects, but
the ExA concludes and recommends that the Proposed
Development would have an adverse effect on the aims of the
HAZ for Ramsgate to grow into a prosperous maritime town
where outstanding heritage and architecture coupled with new
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6.3.184.

investment and development strengthens the economy for the
benefit of the local community.

Non-designated assets

The Proposed Development site contains a humber of non-designated
heritage assets, associated with its wartime history. These are

summarised by the ExA below, along with the Applicant’s view of their
significance and proposals for them. Due to land ownership issues the
Applicant was unable to survey the assets in depth.

Corps Listening
Post

of significance to Cold War use of the
site

Asset Significance - Applicant Proposal
T2 Hangar Steel frame retained and could be Mitigated by
considered of significance, recording
particularly in a group value.
Retained initially but would be
demolished ultimately
Civil Control Modern, will be demolished Mitigated by
Tower recording
Crash Fire Built by USAF, in poor condition, to Mitigated by
Station be demolished recording
Mechanical Built c. 1960, of little significance. Mitigated by
Transport Retained initially but ultimately recording
Hangar demolished
Dispersal Bay Built 1940 and only concrete Mitigated by
dispersal bay surviving at Manston, recording
fragmentary survival and of limited
significance, will be removed /
demolished.
Control Tower Built c. 1941, significant due to Retained
connection with WWII use of airfield
but diminished by recent changes
Office Building | c. 1980, to be demolished Mitigated by
recording
RAF Battle HQ Relates to WWII use of site and is of | Retained
historic significance
Civil Terminal Built 1989, no significance, to be Mitigated by
removed phase 1 or 2 for new recording
terminal
Royal Observer | Built 1962 to monitor nuclear fallout, | Retained
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6.3.185.

6.3.186.

6.3.187.

6.3.188.

6.3.189.

6.3.190.

Runway Historically significant Will be re-laid
and retained

Historic England considers [REP3-162] that although it is understandable
why surveys have not been undertaken the fact remains that the
understanding of historic buildings is inadequate to make properly
informed decisions about the Proposed Development. It states that
further survey and assessment is needed to properly understand their
significance, particularly of the T2 Hangar and WWII Dispersal Bay, and
that the quantum and design of the development should be sufficiently
flexible to allow for their preservation and sustainable use within the
development scheme, should further assessment confirm that this is
warranted.

The Applicant’s Heritage Assets and Public Benefit Paper [REP3-187,
Appendix HE.1.2] states that the T2 Hangar and WWII Dispersal Bay
would be demolished, and that loss would be appropriately mitigated by
recording of the structures. The paper considers harm arising from this
would be less than substantial.

The Applicant notes that the T2 Hangar and the Dispersal Bay hold some
significance but are much altered and isolated, with their significance
reduced by successive phases of development. It notes that the 2017
Historic England Listing Selection Guide for Military Structures®® states
that outside key sites identified in the Historic Military Aviation Sites
Guidance, it is only groups (of buildings, fighter pens and defences) and
individual examples of strong intrinsic or associational importance, which
would be considered to be of national significance, and that Manston
Airport is not listed as a key site in the guide.

Historic England agreed that [REP7a-032] Manston is not among the
most historically significant key military structures / sites and
acknowledged that the Historic England guide states that outside of these
sites groups of buildings and individual examples of strong intrinsic
importance are recommended for protection. However, it was of the view
that due to the inadequate surveying it was not possible to decide
whether buildings have such importance and note that the ANPS states
that impact of development on heritage assets should be avoided or
minimised and that once lost heritage assets cannot be replaced.

The Supporters of Manston Airport [AS-200] also raised concerns over
the potential loss of the Dispersal Bay, noting that it used to have at
least five bays. They are of the view that the structure could provide
opportunities for rebuilding or part rebuilding to illustrate their use and to
be included in the wider story of the site.

The Applicant’s Summary of ISH4 [REP8-014] states that the WWII T2
Hangar represents a much-altered example of a standardised pre-

58 Available at: https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/dlsg-
military/
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6.3.191.

6.3.192.

6.3.193.

6.3.194.

6.3.195.

6.3.196.

fabricated type with the cladding and doors having been replaced, and
considers that there are numerous better-preserved examples of T2
hangars, both individually and as groups within the UK, and that none
appear to be listed, with listing focusing on earlier examples that are
more evocative of architectural responses to changing aviation
technology, or relate to specific technological developments in aviation.
The Applicant considers that although the WWII T2 hangar holds
generalised associations with military use of the site, it is unlikely to hold
the demonstrable direct associations that would afford the level of value
required for designation.

In relation to the WWII Dispersal Pen, the Applicant states [REP8-014]
that this is the sole survivor of a group of at least three in this part of the
airfield and note that some dispersal bays have been listed at other
airfields, such as Catterick and Coltishall, but only where coherent groups
of dispersals and/or other related features survive. Although the feature
holds generalised associations with military use of the site, it is unlikely
to hold the demonstrable direct associations that would afford the level of
value required for designation.

The WSI was amended [REP9-008] to state that a detailed assessment of
the T2 Hangar and Dispersal Pen will be undertaken, including a Level 2
drawn and photographic record as set out in Historic England guidance
and a Statement of Significance be drafted. This Statement of
Significance will set out a brief narrative of the historical use and
alterations to these structures, set out the significance of these buildings
to allow informed decision-making during masterplanning and identify
any further requirements for recording. The Statement of Significance

will be produced within two weeks of the completion of fieldwork and will
have regard to Historic England guidance.

The Applicant also considers that given the location of the Dispersal Bay
in the middle of the airport, it would not be possible to rebuild or retain
the bay to show the wider story of the site, considering this would be
impractical to allow visitor access.

The EXA agrees that the retention of the Dispersal Bay would be
impractical in the middle of a busy working airport and that other
structures on the site which will be lost as part of the Proposed
Development, with recording, would not cause harm.

On the weight of the evidence provided, the ExA concludes and
recommends that the Applicant’s proposals for non-designated
heritage assets on the site appear reasonable. The detailed
recording proposed for the loss of the T2 Hangar and Dispersal
Bay would mitigate to a certain degree the removal of these
assets, although the ExA agrees with the Applicant that less than
substantial harm would remain from the loss of the structures.

Historic character
Historic England [RR-0676] raised concern over the development of the
site and loss of airfield character, considering that the open grassland
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character evokes the wartime airfield use, constitutes an historic area in
its own right and contributes to the heritage significance of the wartime
buildings, the museums and the memorial garden.

6.3.197. The Applicant considers that the setting of the non-designated heritage
assets on site is defined by the piecemeal alterations arising from the
gradual transition of the airfield from a military grass-strip to a modern
civilian airport, and that retention of the airfield in active aviation use
would retain and reinforce the associative links with past aviation use.
The buildings that would be retained would remain in a clearly historic
area of the site where some of the core military structures survive and
other WWII buildings are already in use for museums activity. Direct
physical links with the modern Spitfire and Hurricane Museum and the
Memorial Garden would further reinforce these associative links, allowing
the historic interest of these assets to be more fully realised. While loss
of intervisibility between the runway and the ATC tower would be an
adverse change, this would be outweighed by the positive aspects set out
above and would not be a significant adverse effect.

6.3.198. The WSI [REP9-008] allows for more detailed assessment of the historic
character of the airfield within the Order Limits, comprising a Level 2
Historic Area Assessment as set out in Historic England’s Understanding
Place: Historic Area Assessments>. The WSI states that this assessment
will be used to allow informed decision-making during masterplanning
proposals and reporting will be produced within two weeks of the
completion of fieldwork.

6.3.199. The Applicant considers that the retention of the airfield as part of the
Proposed Development, retaining the key element of the runway and
providing single ownership of the site would result in a public benefit of
the scheme in heritage terms.

6.3.200. The ExA concludes and recommends that the Proposed
Development would not cause harm in relation to heritage to the
character of the airfield; while clearly the Proposed Development
would result in significant development, it would retain the
airfield in active aviation use.

6.3.201. The removal of the museums from the CA request means that the
linkages to these facilities could not be used in justification for mitigation
but the presence and retention of the WWII Battle HQ and Control Tower
would retain a link to the past.

6.3.202. However, this would not generate a public benefit in heritage terms. With
the purchase of the land at end of the Examination stage from SHP, there
appears to be no other proposals for the use of the land, and while the
Proposed Development would retain the runway, other aspects of the
Proposed Development, such as the removal of the T2 Hangar and WWII

5% Available at: https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/understanding-place-historic-area-assessments/heag146-
understanding-place-haa/
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6.3.203.

6.3.204.

6.3.205.

6.3.206.

6.3.207.

dispersal bay, and by development of much of the grassland airfield
character of the site would negate the benefits in heritage terms of the
re-use of the runway.

The ExA therefore concludes and recommends that while, as
above, the proposal would not cause harm to the historic
character of the site, neither would the Proposed Development
consist of a public benefit in historic character terms.

ExA’s conclusions

The Heritage Assets and Public Benefit paper [REP3-187, Appendix
HE.1.2] states that less than substantial harm would be caused by the
Proposed Development to three Scheduled Monuments, 10 Listed
Buildings and two Conservation Areas, and the Applicant acknowledges
[REP6-013] that considerable importance and weight should be given to
any harm to designated heritage assets caused by the construction or
operation of the Proposed Development, referring to the Barnwell case.

For the reasons given in previous parts of this section of Chapter 6, the
ExA agrees with the above assessment; that the Proposed Development
would cause less than substantial harm to 15 heritage assets.
Furthermore, it considers that the Proposed Development would also
cause limited harm to the character of the Conservation Areas in St.
Nicholas at Wade and Ramsgate due to the visual effects of aircraft. The
proposal would be contrary in this respect to Policy SP34 of the elLP.

There is no visual effect of aircraft on the two Conservation Areas at
present, and the reopening of the airport would alter this. St. Nicholas at
Wade Conservation Area is a largely tranquil, rural Conservation Area.
The reopening of the airport would see aircraft approaching Manston
Airport over the village, roughly following the line of the High Street from
west to east, marking a change to the rural character of the village.
Furthermore, the proposed preferential runway proposals, likely to be in
effect during the early years of operation, would direct more planes to
approach Manston over the village (in order to lessen noise effects on
Ramsgate). To receptors in the village planes would be seen above and
have an adverse effect on the character and the appearance of the
Conservation Area. Such harm would be at the lower end of less than
substantial harm; nevertheless harm would still occur.

Videos and photographs were produced in evidence of the previous effect
of aircraft transiting over Ramsgate Royal Harbour [REP3-283 ‘NNF09 ref
Photos and Map’, REP4-087, REP4-090]. Aircraft would be clearly visible
to residents and visitors to the town, and clear views would be
experienced above the openness of the Royal Harbour. While the ExA
agrees that, in line with the ANM, this would not have a harmful effect in
noise terms on the Conservation Area, there would be a visual effect. The
juxtaposition of aircraft in the sky set against the Royal Harbour would
have a harmful effect. As with St Nicholas at Wade such harm would be
at the lower end of less than substantial, but harm would still occur.
Some harm may also occur to the aims of the Ramsgate HAZ.
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003660-Jason%20Jones-Hall%20-%20Flight%20Royal%20Harbour.mov
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-003659-Jason%20Jones-Hall%20-%20Flight%20-%20Ramsgate%20Harbour.mov

6.3.208.

6.3.209.

6.3.210.

6.3.211.

6.3.212.

The provisions set in the final WSI [REP9-008] are generally agreed with
KCC and are agreed with Historic England. The provisions would allow for
the preservation of any significant archaeological remains found which
would be achieved through the development of the Masterplan and
detailed design. With the WSI in place, the EXA does not consider that
harm would be caused by the Proposed Development in terms of
archaeology. As such, the Proposed Development would comply with
policies HE11 and H12 of the LP, and Policy HEO1 of the eLP.

The Proposed Development would have the effect of removing two non-
designated heritage assets; that of the T2 Hangar and the WWII
Dispersal Bay. The Applicant considers that the loss could be
appropriately mitigated by recording of the structures meaning residual
harm would be less than substantial. The revised WSI notes that further
survey and assessment of these structures would take place prior to
development, and Historic England guidance effectively agrees that
Manston is not among the most historically significant key military sites.
Based on the evidence provided and the changed nature of the T2
Hangar and the partial nature of the WWII Dispersal Bay, the EXA agrees
that further survey and assessment and the reporting of such works
would be satisfactory measures to partially mitigate against harm caused
by their proposed demolition. The less than substantial harm caused by
their demolition weighs against the Proposed Development and the
Proposed Development would be contrary to Policy HEO3 of the elLP.

Summary

The Infrastructure Planning (Decisions) Regulations 2010 state that when
deciding an application which affects a Listed Building or its setting, a
Conservation Area, or which is likely to affect a Scheduled Monument or
its setting, the decision-maker must have regard to the desirability of
preserving the Listed Building or its setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest which it possesses, to the desirability of
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the Conservation
Area, or to the desirability of preserving the Scheduled Monument or its
setting.

The EXA considers that the Proposed Development would cause less than
substantial harm to three Scheduled Monuments, ten Listed Buildings
and four Conservation Areas by adversely affecting the setting of the
Listed Buildings and the Scheduled Monuments and by neither preserving
nor enhancing the character or appearance of the stated Conservation
Areas.

The EXA gives considerable importance and weight to such harm. Harm
would also be caused by the demolition of the T2 Hangar and WWII
Dispersal Bay, and to the aims of the HAZ. This assessment, aside from
the demolition of the non-designated heritage assets on site is based
upon the ES and the Applicant’s forecasts. The Applicant has asserted
[REP11-014] that if such forecasts were not to be achieved then lesser
harm would be caused to the identified heritage assets, but examination
has not taken place of ‘tipping points’ by either the Applicant or the ExA.

MANSTON AIRPORT: TR020002
REPORT TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT: 18 OCTOBER 2019 172


https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004439-WSI%20(Clean).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR020002/TR020002-004668-Applicant's%20Overall%20Summary%20of%20Case.pdf

6.3.213.

6.3.214.

6.3.215.

6.3.216.

The ANPS states that when considering the impact of a Proposed
Development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, the SoS
will give great weight to the asset’s conservation, and that given that
heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear
and convincing justification.

Any harmful impact on the significance of a designated heritage asset
should be weighed against the public benefit of development, recognising
that the greater the harm to the significance of the heritage asset, the
greater the justification that will be needed for any loss. Where the
Proposed Development will lead to less than substantial harm to the
significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed
against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its
optimum viable use.

Public benefits of the Proposed Development are summarised in the
Applicant’s Heritage Assets and Public Benefit Paper [REP3-187,
Appendix HE.1.2]. These include heritage benefits (via the reuse of the
airport and maintenance of historic character); GA benefits; benefits in
terms of need for airport capacity; transport; employment; economic
growth and regeneration benefits; education and training; leisure and
tourism; social / community; environmental improvements and health
and wellbeing. Aside from heritage benefits, which the ExA has
considered above to be neutral, the other stated benefits are considered
in the relevant sections of this chapter, and in Chapter 5 dealing with
need.

Chapter 5 concludes that the Applicant has failed to demonstrate
sufficient need for the Proposed Development, additional to (or different
from) the need which is met by the provision of existing airports, and
Chapter 6.2 dealing with traffic and transport concludes that the
Proposed Development will result in some significant adverse effects and
that the ExA is unable to find that the Proposed Development
appropriately promotes sustainable modes of transport. Minimal public
benefits therefore arise from the Proposed Development from these
issues. Chapter 6.10, which deals with socio-economics, states that the
ExA considers that the Proposed Development would generate a socio-
economic benefit to Thanet and East Kent, but such benefits are
substantially lower than that forecast by the Applicant, also noting that
such benefits are also dependent on the need for the Proposed
Development; without the need and the forecasts based on this need,
socio-economic benefits (aside from the education, training and skills
commitments) would reduce further. Chapters relating to environmental
issues do not consider that the Proposed Development would generate
public benefits.

In essence therefore the harm caused by the Proposed Development to
heritage assets should be weighed against the socio-economic benefits of
the Proposed Development. The ExXA has considered this matter carefully
and concludes that such public benefits would outweigh the harm caused
by the Proposed Development to heritage assets, to which the ExA has
ascribed considerable weight.
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6.3.217.

6.3.218.

6.3.219.

6.4.

6.4.1.

6.4.2.

6.4.3.

6.4.4.

6.4.5.

In coming to this view the ExA notes that the socio-economic benefits of
the Proposed Development would reduce were the need to be not as
forecast by the Applicant but acknowledge in this respect that were such
need to be reduced then harm caused to heritage assets would also be
reduced (aside from the harm to the non-designated heritage assets on
the development site).

The EXA also notes that the results of this balancing exercise result
purely from weighing the public benefits of the Proposed Development
against any heritage harm; such a balancing exercise does not take into
account harm that may be caused by the Proposed Development to other
planning matters, which will be considered in the overall planning
balance.

Furthermore, given the conclusions of Chapter 5, that the Applicant has
failed to demonstrate sufficient need for the Proposed Development,
additional to (or different from) the need which is met by the provision of
existing airports, and noting that heritage assets are irreplaceable, the
EXA is also of the view that clear and convincing justification for the harm
that the Proposed Development would cause to heritage assets has not
been demonstrated by the Applicant.

BIODIVERSITY
Introduction

This section of the Recommendation Report considers the impacts on
biodiversity from construction and operation activities arising from the
Proposed Development.

There are no statutory designated sites for nature conservation on or
adjacent to the Proposed Development site. ES Table 7.6 [APP-033] lists
statutory designated sites within the potential zone of influence of the
Proposed Development as: Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay SPA and
Ramsar; Thanet Coast SACs; Sandwich Bay SAC; Stodmarsh SAC;
Margate and Long Sands SAC (identified in the ES as an SCI); Stodmarsh
SSSI; Outer Thames Estuary SSSI; Thanet Coast SSSI; Sandwich Bay to
Hacklinge Marshes SSSI; Stodmarsh SSSI; and Sandwich and Pegwell
Bay National Nature Reserve (NNR).

Figure 7.1 [APP-040] highlights all designated sites within the study area.

Natural England’s RR [RR-1408] states that the sites of relevance to the
application are:

Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay SPA and Ramsar;
Sandwich Bay SAC;

Sandwich Bay to Hacklinge Marshes SSSI; and
Thanet Coast SSSI.

During construction, the Proposed Development has potential to impact
these sites during the proposed repair and maintenance works to the
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