
 

 

Summary of key points discussed and any advice given: 

 

The Planning Inspectorate advised on its openness policy, explaining that any advice 

given would be recorded and placed on the Planning Inspectorate’s website under 

section 51 of the Planning Act 2008 (as amended) (the PA2008). Any advice given 

under section 51 would not constitute legal advice upon which applicants (or others) 

could rely. 

 

RSP gave a presentation on its Pre-application programme (see Appendix A). 

 

The following topics were presented by RSP to the Planning Inspectorate and the CAA: 

 

 Interactions between the PA2008 process and the Airspace Change Process 

(ACP); 
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 Proposed timescale in respect of initiation of the ACP; and 

 Requirements associated with assessing noise impacts in the EIA and CAA ACP. 

 

No project-specific advice was issued by the Planning Inspectorate in the course of the 

meeting. 



 

 

Appendix A 



CAA/PINS Process Workshop 



Agenda 

• Introductions        - All 
• Confirm Purpose of Workshop     - All 
• Manston Project Update      - RSP 
• DCO Process Overview       - PINS 
• Airspace Change Proposal Process Overview   - CAA 
• Timescale and Phasing Challenges     - RSP 
• Combining Activities       - RSP 
• Respective Levels of Detail      - RSP 
• Resolving differences in approvals     - All 
• Any other Business       - All 



Workshop Purpose  
In the context of the Manston Airport Project, and other projects which may be 
relevant, the purpose of the Workshop is to identify: 

 

• How the Development Consent Order (DCO) and Airspace Change Proposal (ACP) 
processes can complement each other. 
 

• How challenges associated with the timescales and phasing of the respective processes 
can be addressed. 
 

• Specific areas of expertise and accountability between PINS and the CAA.  
 

• How duplication of effort for PINS and the CAA can be minimised. 
 

• How submissions to PINS and the CAA can be developed and prepared in the most 
efficient manner; minimising repetition of activities and ensuring they are developed in 
a complementary manner. 



Manston Project Update 



DCO Process Overview 



Airspace Change Proposal Process Overview 



Timescales and Phasing Challenges 

Pre-
application Acceptance Pre-

examination Examination Decision Post-
Decision 

DCO Process 

Nov 17 Dec 17/Jan 18 Q1 19 Q1 19 

June 2020  
 Initial O

perations Revised CAA Process estimated to take 108 
Weeks Proposition 1 

RSP cannot wait for the DCO 
decision before initiating the ACP 



Timescales and Phasing Challenges 

Pre-
application Acceptance Pre-

examination Examination Decision Post-
Decision 

DCO Process 

June 2020  
 Initial O

perations Define 
Develop 

and 
Assess 

Consult 
Update 

and 
submit 

Decide Implement Review 
Proposition 2 
ACP to start on 

DCO acceptance ACP Process 

Nov 17 Dec 17/Jan 18 Q1 19 Q1 19 



Combining Activities 

Stage 1 
Define 

Stage 2 
Develop and 

Assess 

Stage 3 
Consult 

Stage 1a - Assess Requirement 

Stage 1b - Design Principles 

‘Statement of need’ setting out what airspace issue it is seeking to 
address.  CAA meet with the Change Sponsor to agree whether the 
requirement is appropriate… and to conduct initial discussions about 
the appropriate scale of such a change and what parts of the process 
are applicable.  

Encompass the safety, environmental and operational criteria, as well 
as strategic policy objectives that the Change Sponsor aims for in 
developing the airspace change proposal. The design principles will 
then form the structure against which design options can be evaluated.  

Proposition 3 
If clearly identified as such, 

elements of the DCO 
Consultation could be used as 

engagement to inform the 
ACP Design Principles  



Combining Activities 

Stage 1 
Define 

Stage 2 
Develop and 

Assess 

Stage 3 
Consult 

Stage 2a – Options Development Overview 

Stage 2b – Options appraisal overview 

The change sponsor develops one or more options that address the 
statement of need and align with the defined design principles. 

Each option, even if there is only one, is assessed to understand the 
impact, both positive and negative. The change sponsor carries out the 
options appraisal against requirements set by the CAA in an iterative 
approach: this is the first of three appraisal phases.  

Proposition 4 
Elements of the DCO 

Environmental Statement 
could contribute to the ACP 

Environmental Analysis 



Combining Activities 

Stage 1 
Define 

Stage 2 
Develop and 

Assess 

Stage 3 
Consult 

Stage 3a - Consultation preparation Overview 

Stage 3b - Consultation validation Overview 

The change sponsor plans its stakeholder consultation and engagement, and 
prepares consultation documents, including the ‘Developed’ options appraisal. 
 

The CAA reviews and validates the consultation and engagement plan and 
consultation documents.  This is to ensure the plan is comprehensive, the 
materials clear and appropriate, and the questions unbiased.. 

Proposition 5 
Elements of the DCO 

Consultation feedback 
could support the ACP 

consultation submission Step 3c - Commence consultation Overview 

Step 3d - Collate and review responses Overview 



DCO versus ACP – the challenge 

• DCO requires Environmental Statement on potential procedures 
 

BUT 
 

• Exact procedures will need to: 
• Consider engagement input from ACP Stage 1 (Design) and Stage 3 (Consult) 
• Be designed in Stage 2 (Develop and Assess) and revised in Stage 4 (Update and Submit)  
• Take into account: 

• Procedure Design Regulations (CAP 785) 
• Revised CAP 725 process (guidance currently under consultation) 
• Operator and aircraft requirements 
• ‘Flyability’ – ability for aircraft systems to follow procedures (possibly flight trials) 
• Simulations – integration into the air traffic network 

 



DCO Noise Assessment 
• What it can do 

• Assess very early route design options which could seek to:  
• Minimise the total number of people overflown 
• Prefer overflying open space 
• Develop examples of balanced designs; 

• Consider the sensitivities of any mitigation within each route design; 
• Present a range of assessment outcomes and sensitivities in accordance with CAP 1520 
• Identify locations where likely significant effects would: 

• Occur in all instances and are nor affected by the airspace operational design 
• Be dependent upon the finalised airspace designs through the ACP 

 

• What can’t it do 
• Be precise about the magnitude and geography of all likely significant effects of aircraft noise 
• Be sufficiently confident about any restrictions in the form of noise contours size or 

population exposure requirements 

 



Respective Levels of Detail 

Proposition 6 
Precise flightpaths will be developed, assessed, refined and approved by the CAA, 

within the bounds of the DCO approval, as part of the Airspace Change Process 

For the DCO 
‘Swathe’ or ‘Route 
Envelope’ to represent a 
worst case scenario for the 
operational airspace 
effects of the Proposed 
Development; the final 
refined design, which will 
likely result in an improved 
environmental situation, 
will then be agreed with 
the CAA through the 
Airspace Change Process.  

For the ACP 
Engagement for Stage 1 
(Define) will be based on 
the ‘Swathes’ or ‘Route 
Envelopes’. 
 
Final submission will be 
based on consultation and 
environmental impact 
assessment of precise 
routings (within the 
‘Swathe’ or ‘Route 
Envelope). 

Illustrative purposes only 



Resolving differences in approvals 
• RSP believe risk of this is very low. 

• Airspace and procedures are being developed in accordance with revised CAP 
725 process 

• Design Envelopes: 
• Have been developed by CAA-approved Procedure Designer 
• Will cater for all potential aircraft types 
• Allows a margin for design changes (flyability, consultation feedback etc) 

• There is, nevertheless, a possibility that an unanticipated factor may 
influence procedures beyond the Design Envelopes 

• Change in regulation 
• Changes to air traffic network 

 
Proposition 7 

If the ACP approval exceeds the DCO permission 
RSP will apply to amend the DCO permission 



Any other business? 
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