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INDEPENDENT AVIATION ASSESSOR’'S DRAFT REPORT
DOCUMENT TR0O20002/RED2/Arup/APP2

The Secretary of State commissioned Arup to act as an independent aviation assessor to
review the question of the need for Manston Airport and to publish a report on its findings. This
report (the Draft Report), took around six months to write at an apparent cost of £150,000. It
was published on the Planning Inspectorate website on 21 October 2021, at which time the
Applicant and Interested Parties were invited to provide comments.

The Applicant has numerous concerns in the approach taken with the Draft Report, the
evidence (or lack thereof) supporting the Draft Report’s conclusions, and the documents and
views taken into consideration despite these having been formally withdrawn by their authors.
The report states in section 2.2, page 7 that Arup considered submissions from Stone Hill Park,
the previous landowner of the site who withdrew their submissions when the sale of the land
completed during examination. We have provided a detailed breakdown of these issues and
how such an array of fundamental concerns undermine the validity of the Draft Report. This
appendix focuses on the issue of the prejudicial nature of the Draft Report.

The authors of the report are not identified within it or in any published correspondence relating
to its commissioning . This runs contrary to established practice in providing expert evidence,
namely that the person writing reports must be able to demonstrate relevant expertise. The
Applicant, on the other hand, has met these standards. The Applicant provided evidence
confirming the qualifications and experience of those involved in drafting its submissions. This
is fundamental to the reliability of secondary evidence generally.

In further contrast the Applicant has commissioned a new report, from IBA Global (submitted
with document reference TR020002/RED2/IBA), an international aviation consultancy with a
named author and credentials, which supports the Applicant's original case.

Anonymity

In the case of the Draft Report we have no information about the identity and qualification of
the authors. There is no way to ascertain if the author drawing conclusions has any relevant
experience or education to interpret the primary evidence. Furthermore, the lack of explanation
detailing how a conclusion has been reached means it is not possible to review the validity of
the basis for these conclusions. This approach is not only contrary to established scientific
practice, but directly conflicts with the requirements explicitly set out by an appeal panel of three
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inspectors from the Planning Inspectorate in its appeal decision of 26 May 2021 relating to
London Stansted Airport?.

The inspectors state at paragraph 27 that:

“The panel was not persuaded that the conclusions in the ES and ESA were incorrect or
unreliable. Indeed they are to be preferred over the evidence of SSE on this matter, which
was not prepared by a person qualified or experienced in air traffic forecasting.
Accordingly, the forecasts contained within the ES and ESA are sufficiently robust and the best
available in this case” (emphasis added)

This standard approach to applying weight to evidence that is proportionate to the qualification
and experience of the authors is undermined by the failure to advise who the authors are. It is
not possible to assess the relevant level of experience other than by reference to other evidence
collated by appropriately qualified professionals. As we have demonstrated elsewhere, the
evidence from the suitably qualified experts, whether instructed by the Applicant or not,
contradicts much of the Draft Report’s conclusions, and tertiary evidence from industry
publications further supports the findings of the Applicant’s experts. Reviewed in this context,
the failure to publicise the authors appears to be an attempt to obscure their lack of experience,
albeit that their naivety is immediately apparent once the Draft Report is reviewed.

Irrelevant commentary

The Draft Report seems to intentionally disparage the Applicant’s case by adding irrelevant
commentary that is misleading as it relates to the historic examination of local planning policy.
For example, it fails to accurately reflect that the position is now clear with the Thanet Local
Plan having been adopted on 9 July 2020. Arup state, in section 4.3 of the Draft Report, in
relation to the Thanet Local Plan that there had been objections associated with certain aspects
of the Local Plan. This is both unnecessary commentary and needlessly prejudicial to the
Applicant as once the Local Plan is adopted (and it has been for more than 12 months in this
case), any previous objections to its adoption are wholly irrelevant. The adopted Local Plan
contains explicit support for the reopening of Manston Airport. This is further demonstrated by
the extremely supportive consultation response submitted from the leader of Thanet District
Council which states (emphasis added):

1.8.1 “..this project will bring to Thanet not only from the inward investment of over £300m
to rebuild and create a modern energy efficient airport alongside the aircraft
maintenance and repairs but, also the incredible opportunity to provide much needed
quality jobs and associated work for our District and the wider east Kent area.”

1.8.2 “..widely supported by the residents and have no doubt that this project is
essential for the regeneration and the overall positive future for Thanet.”

1.8.3 “..main challenge was based on “need” which is rather bemusing as with trade
barriers being opened more freely following Brexit which brings with it the need for
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additional cargo capacity, surely it is an essential requirement for the UK to
accommodate such trade to enable fast growth in its economic recovery.”

1.8.4 “Thanet has a high level of deprivation which is a result of years of high
unemployment and a lack of large private inward investment, the “need” to reverse
this decline is to reopen and develop the airport. Local people continuously ask
“when will Manston airport have passenger services available again and why is such
a huge national asset that our district is lucky to have sitting there wasted and
unused” all questions that are difficult to answer.”

The Applicant questions why Arup felt it necessary to highlight an outdated position which
negatively and incorrectly casts doubt over whether the Thanet Local Plan supports the
reopening of Manston airport.

Over-reliance on inappropriate evidence

Arup repeatedly dismisses the case of the Applicant and relies disproportionately on
submissions by third parties. This is done with no explanation as to why evidence opposing the
reopening of Manston Airport is more highly valued than the Applicant’s case.

For example, Arup repeatedly relies on submissions made by York Aviation and Nethercourt
Action Group, the latter being a campaign group made up of local residents, but fails to explain
why they find the argument put forward by them to be more convincing than the Applicant’s
scientifically supported position. This is apparent in Section 5.3 of the Draft Report which details
“Changes in Capacity at Other Airports”. Nethercourt Action Group’s submission is quoted
repeatedly (pages 34, 36 and 38) as evidence for capacity being sufficient. This opinion
contradicts that of those within the freight aviation industry. It is readily accepted that freight
capacity in the south-east of England is constrained. These airports will continue to prioritise
passenger aircraft movements as this will result in greater profits for these airports, and have
explicitly made clear that passenger movements are their priority. This position is supported in
the report from IBA Global (submitted with document reference TR020002/RED2/IBA), an
international aviation consultancy with vast industry experience. In the absence of justification
for this approach being set out by Arup, the Applicant considers that the Draft Report, on the
face of it, does not adhere to the guidelines outlined in the Stansted decision requiring evidence
to be preferred where it has been prepared by a suitably qualified person.

In respect of York Aviation, whilst the Applicant notes that it is an aviation consultant, it was
found in the Stansted Public Inquiry, during cross-examination, that Louise Congdon, the
managing partner of York Aviation, is not qualified to act as an expert witness in aviation
forecasting. The Applicant submits that it would therefore be unwise to place much weight on
the findings of York Aviation in respect of forecasting in the freight aviation industry, this being
at the heart of the report.

Whilst the Draft Report places excessive weight on evidence from unqualified sources, the
authors also appear to question the validity and reliability of the Applicant’s use of industry news
to support its position, dismissively referring to it as being ‘drawn from an online article’ (page
16). Where the Applicant has referred to online articles as the source of data, these originate
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from the aviation trade press. The nature of these articles is that they have undergone sector-
specific review to ensure that they are accurate and reflect the data available at that time.

The failure by Arup to provide any justification for accepting or dismissing the accuracy of a
data source is indicative of a failure by Arup to consider the data in detail, a view that is further
supported by the fact that the authors have not provided their approach to assessing the data.
The Draft Report's conclusions are either assertions that are not evidenced or the
unquestioning adoption of opponents' submissions (which are generally not evidenced
themselves), The Draft Report fails to recognise that figures made by third parties are
demonstrably wrong. Instead, Arup reproduce this in their Draft Report, at page 28, illustrating
Arup’s inappropriate, over-reliance of opponent’s submissions. The Applicant emphasises that
any aviation expert would have recognised the error. The Applicant has set out details of this
error in Appendix 1, submitted with document reference TR020002/RED2/Arup/APP1.

This indicates that proper, independent analysis has not been conducted or the Draft Report
was written to reach a pre-specified conclusion. Neither option is sustainable and the Draft
Report should be disregarded as being without merit.

The Draft Report repeatedly bemoans the lack of forecasts relating to the future of aviation
trade but then reaches conclusions adverse to the Applicant. For example:

“No forecasts of future e-commerce volume or market share have been put forward through the
SoM consultation. The Independent Assessor considers that the extent to which recent trends
in e-commerce will persist long-term following the Covid19 pandemic is not yet clear.” (page
16)

This led to Arup making the conclusion that:

“Taking into account the above data and analysis, there is no clear evidence that the recent
growth in e-commerce sales has created ‘a shift in transportation modes to favour air cargo’.
Consequently, the Independent Assessor does not agree with the Applicant’s position that
growing e-commerce sales are driving a demand for additional runway capacity (for dedicated
freighters in the South East).” (page 21)

This approach is again seen in Arup’s approach to analysing Brexit:

“The Independent Assessor is not aware of any forecasts of the trade or air freight impact of
post-Brexit trade deals more generally — which is unsurprising given the uncertainties outlined
above.

Therefore, while other things being equal these trade deals can be expected to increase
demand for air freight capacity, both specialised and bellyhold, current evidence on the scale
of these impacts is limited.” (page 27)

This led to the conclusion that:

“The long-term impacts of Brexit and the extent to which recent figures have been affected by
Covid-19 are unclear. Overall, the Independent Assessor has not seen any evidence — one way
or the other — on how changed trading arrangements post Brexit will affect long distance trade
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or air freight demand. There is some available capacity for long-haul bellyhold freight, which is
expected to increase as passenger demand recovers.” (page 29)

The Draft Report inexplicably focuses on the past. It makes the warrantless assumption that
the future of air freight would be similar to the situation ten years before the pandemic, ignoring
numerous advances in technology that have fundamentally altered the passenger and freight
aviation markets in this period. The Draft Report entirely ignores the rapidly-changing air freight
industry, accelerated by the pandemic and interprets data incompatibly with the actual current
working practices of the aviation industry.

With every passing day further evidence is published which further strengthens the Applicant’s
position. Appendix 4 (TR020002/RED2/Arup/APP4) provides an array of this evidence in full
for ease of reference. These forward-facing industry journals provide the evidence that is
severely lacking from the Arup Draft Report, undermines the Draft Report's analysis, and
strongly supports the Applicant’s position and the original decision of the Secretary of State that
development consent should be granted.

The Applicant has carried out an exercise of analysing these articles which comment on future
trends of the freight aviation industry. The Applicant has produced an Appendix 3 (document
reference TR020002/RED2/Arup/APP3), which demonstrates and analyses a sample of the
wealth of evidence available in the reputable aviation trade and industry press that supports
the need for re-opening Manston Airport. Arup should have undertaken a comparable exercise.

Further, the Applicant has commissioned a new report, from IBA Global (submitted with
document reference TR020002/RED2/IBA), which also recognises that the freight aviation
industry is dynamic. This IBA report, like the Applicant, does not look to the past as an indication
to the future.

Conclusion

The Applicant submits that the report should be given little or no weight for the following
reasons:

1.28.1 its authors and their qualifications are not identified;

1.28.2 it contains unsupported assertions;

1.28.3 it prejudicially dismisses the Applicant’s expert evidence;

1.28.4 when it agrees with the Applicant it gives the relevant issue little weight;
1.28.5 it unquestioningly accepts opponents’ unevidenced submissions; and

1.28.6 it bemoans the lack of forecasts but then concludes against the Applicant.



