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Glossary 

ATC Air Traffic Control 
ATM Air Traffic Movement - a take-off, or landing 
CAA  Civil Aviation Authority 

dB  decibel 

DCO  Development Consent Order 

ES Environmental Survey 

HGV  Heavy Goods Vehicle 

LAeq  Equivalent Continuous Sound Level: all the day noise, or night noise, smoothed 
out to an even background hum: “the hypothetical steady state sound level that, 
over a given period of time, contains the same sound energy as the fluctuating 
sound over the same time period.” 

NNF No Night Flights 

PEIR  Preliminary Environmental Information Report 

PINS Planning Inspectorate for England and Wales  

QC Quota Count 

RSP RiverOak Strategic Partners Ltd 
SMAa Save Manston Airport Association 

TDC  Thanet District Council 
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Introduction 

This is the third time that No Night Flights has responded to a public consultation about the 
proposal to develop a 24/7 cargo airport on the site of the old failed airport at Manston. This 
consultation in 2018 shares with the 2016 and the 2017 consultations many of the same 
limitations and inadequacies. It is, we have to say, a deeply dispiriting and disappointing 
experience to have to make so many of the same comments again. 

Yet again RiverOak Strategic Partners (RSP) has swamped the public with thousands of 
pages of documentation (we counted 3,907 pages). We comment on the many problems with 
the accessibility of RSP’s material later in this submission. In this 2018 consultation, RSP 
produced more documentation than it produced for the 2017 consultation. Despite that, in this 
2018 consultation RSP gave the public even less time to consider the consultation material 
and respond.  

It is no surprise that so many members of the local community have already disengaged from 
this DCO consultation process. Perhaps this is RSP’s aim? Some local people say that they 
simply do not know where to start their attempt to understand what is being proposed and 
what all the technical documents mean. Others say that they cannot or will not read the 
material because “they know what it says already” and they know that they support the airport. 
Of course, this means that many of those people who say they support the airport do so in 
complete ignorance of the fact that this latest proposal from RSP includes a new and quite 
punishing night flight regime. Again, perhaps this is RSP’s aim?  

Given the sheer volume of documentation provided by RSP, we have divided our response 
into a number of documents in an attempt to make our submissions manageable. In addition 
to this report that you are now reading, we are submitting a number of other distinct but linked 
documents: 

• No Room For Late Arrivals - An analysis of the UK air cargo market and the feasibility 
of developing a viable new cargo airport at Manston  

• Four evidence-based critiques by No Night Flights of the Azimuth Associates report 
“Manston Airport: A national and regional aviation asset” - Volumes I to IV 

• An evidence-based critique by No Night Flights of the Northpoint Aviation Services 
report “The Shortcomings of the Avia Solutions Report and an Overview of RSP’s 
Proposals for Airport Operation at Manston”. 

At 1.1.87, RSP says that: 

“The primary business driver for the proposed development is new demand in the air 

freight market and the additional potential to supply passenger services.” 

The suite of six documents by No Night Flights listed above demonstrate conclusively that 
there is no new demand in the UK dedicated air freight market – in fact this market is declining 
and has been doing so for years. The number of dedicated air freighter movements in the UK 
has halved since the year 2000. Our work demonstrates that RSP’s DCO application relies on 
a deeply flawed interpretation of the dedicated air freight market and has no validity.  

In addition to the No Night Flights submission in response to the 2018 consultation (this 
document) and our suite of fact-based critiques dealing with RSP’s unconvincing business 
case for a DCO, we would like RSP and PINS to take into account our responses to the 2016 
and 2017 consultations. To that end we are resubmitting them both. 

The authors of the various No Night Flights documents are all local people. The vast majority 
of us work full time. We have had to grapple with an extraordinary amount of information – 
most of it heavily technical – in our spare time over a short period of five weeks to enable us 
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to produce this submission. Given the severe constraints that RSP has placed on us, we wish 
to make it clear that we have not been able to research every aspect of RSP’s PEIR. This 
means that there are important aspects of RSP’s proposals which will have an impact on the 
local community that we have not commented on in this submission.  

Where we have not commented on a subject included in RSP’s PEIR, this cannot be taken as 
our implied approval for RSP’s work on that topic. We have done the best we could, given the 
limited time available to us and the challenges associated with accessing RSP’s material. 
However, we have not been able to respond to the entirety of the information provided by 
RSP.  



NNF 2018 consultation response  p7 of 76 

The scope of this report 

In this report we deal with: 

• The inadequacy of RSP’s handling of this round of consultation  

• RSP’s repeated claim when challenged on night flights or the complicated nature of 
its documentation that “PINS made us do it” 

• The failure, yet again, by RSP to provide “sufficient preliminary environmental 
information to enable consultees to develop an informed view of the project” and its 
failure to ensure that “the information presented must provide clarity to all consultees” 

• RSP’s proposed night flight regime and its inclusion of more night flights and noisier 
planes than are permitted at Heathrow. This is for an airport operation that RSP 
expects to grow to about 5% of the size of the Heathrow operation 

• Noise nuisance 

• RSP’s attempt to avoid carrying out a full public consultation as part of its application 
for a CAA licence 

• RSP’s misrepresentation of the situation regarding the old airfield’s capacity. 
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The inadequacy of RSP’s handling of this consultation 

We repeat here some of what we said in our response to RSP’s 2017 consultation1 about the 
obligations that are laid on RSP by Government when it comes to the duty to consult. “Planning 
Act 2008: Guidance on the Pre-application Process”, produced by the Department for 
Communities and Local Government (as it was then – now MHCLG) emphasises the 
importance of effective pre-application consultation by developers before submitting an 
application for a Development Consent Order (DCO).  

Paragraph 20 of the Guidance says: 

“Experience suggests that, to be of most value, consultation should be:  

• based on accurate information that gives consultees a clear view of what is 
proposed including any options;  

• shared at an early enough stage so that the proposal can still be influenced, while 
being sufficiently developed to provide some detail on what is being proposed; and  

• engaging and accessible in style, encouraging consultees to react and offer their 
views.” 

Paragraph 24: 

“The aim should be to ensure that consultation is appropriate to the scale and nature of 

the project and where its impacts will be experienced.” 

Paragraph 53: 

“Local people have a vital role to play at the pre application stage. People should have 

as much influence as is realistic and possible over decisions which shape their lives and 

communities. It is therefore critical that they are engaged with project proposals at an 

early stage.” 

Paragraph 55: 

“Applicants must set out clearly what is being consulted on.” 

Paragraph 93: 

“For the pre-application consultation process, applicants are advised to include sufficient 

preliminary environmental information to enable consultees to develop an informed view 

of the project… The key issue is that the information presented must provide clarity to 

all consultees.” 

In short, information must be accurate. It should be shared early in the process so that people 
can have a chance to shape the proposal. It must be engaging and accessible so that it 
encourages people to react and offer views. The developer must set out clearly what is being 
proposed. The consultation should be appropriate to the area over which its effects will be 
experienced. The consultation should provide clarity and enable people to develop an 
informed view of the project.  

RSP’s 2018 consultation scores miserably against these criteria.  

                                                
1  Pages 3 and 4 
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Failure to inform people who live and work in the area over which the 
effects of RSP’s proposals will be experienced 

As we have set out before, RSP has already accepted that, if its proposals are implemented, 
people living and working along the flight path between the east coast at Ramsgate and the 
west coast of Herne Bay at Hampton will experience aircraft noise. The flight path is a mile 
wide. This means that a mile-wide swathe, stretching over 23km, of residents, workers, 
businesses, open space and other facilities will be overflown by planes as part of this proposal. 
In addition to the main Herne Bay-Ramsgate straight line approach path RSP is proposing a 
number of departure “flight path swathes”. People living, working and using the amenities 
under those flight paths will also be affected.  

This means that tens of thousands of people will have to live with the negative impact of RSP’s 
proposals.  

RSP claims that it has informed people about this round of consultation by leafletting all the 
homes in these affected areas. Frankly, we find this hard to believe. In key areas under the 
flight path and very close to the airport perimeter, not a single leaflet was seen. Here is a quote 
from a Nethercourt resident: 

“I live in close proximity to the end of the Manston runway, directly under the flight path. 

Having received notification of the consultation by email (I assume because of attending 

previous “consultations”), I was concerned that I did not receive any notification at my 

home address. I enquired about this at the consultation meeting and was assured by Mr 

Lawler that the Nethercourt Estate including my road had been leafleted. Because I was 

suspicious, I enquired of 23 of my neighbours. None of them had received any 

notification or any information regarding what was proposed. I subsequently enquired 

through the Nethercourt Facebook group and “Nextdoor Nethercourt” if anyone had 

received notification or information, 3 people out of 200+ possible said they had received 

notification by email, none by post or leaflet. This is highly significant, because the 

Nethercourt Estate consists of 800+ houses directly under the flightpath within a mile of 

the end of the runway.” 

No Night Flights has thousands of members and we asked people to let us know when their 
RSP leaflet arrived. What we got was a steady stream of emails and messages from local 
people giving us their address and saying that they had not received a leaflet. We can produce 
evidence of this.  

We have plenty of “moles” in the key social media group, Save Manston Airport Association, 
(SMAa) that supports the idea of an airport at Manston. People who had carried out leaflet 
deliveries for RSP reported to SMAa that they were given “very specific streets by RSP” in 
which to distribute leaflets. That suggests that RSP did not go for blanket coverage of the 
affected areas. We think it would be helpful if RSP were to provide to the public and to PINS 
the list of streets that it claims it has actually leafletted as part of its responsibility to consult 
with those who will be impacted by RSP’s proposals. 

We cannot offer a statistically valid survey on this matter. All we can offer is the anecdotal 
evidence of our many members. Most of them will say that – once again – they were not 
informed by RSP that the consultation was taking place. When they found out about the 
consultation through No Night Flights, they asked neighbours whether they had been informed 
and were told “no”. It is evident that a significant number of people who will be significantly 
affected by RSP’s proposals were not told about this consultation. 
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On 10th February 2018, a group of NNF members stood in the centre of Ramsgate to inform 
passing members of the public about the impact of RSP’s proposals on the local community. 
It was immediately apparent that a very small percentage of local people knew that there was 
a proposal to redevelop the old airport as a cargo airport. Fewer still knew that we were in the 
fifth week of a five week consultation period. RSP has failed to inform people who live and 
work in the area that will be affected by their proposal of this statutory consultation. 

In stark contrast to RSP’s repeated patchy and inadequate performance here, we offer local 
residents’ very recent experience of Lidl in Herne Bay. Lidl is proposing to build a small 
(2,125m2) food store with 125 parking places. Lidl posted a leaflet and pre-paid response form 
to 20,000 local homes. Lidl did this not just once, but twice. Lidl will have far less impact on 
people’s lives than will RSP’s project. Lidl will not be flying planes night and day the length of 
Herne Bay and disturbing residents from Hampton to Reculver. Lidl is not seeking to develop 
a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project. Despite this, Lidl has been able to leaflet the 
entire area twice and to make it easy for local people to respond to Lidl with their views. Lidl’s 
approach to consultation is a perfect demonstration of what a developer can do if it actually 
wants to engage with local people. It serves to emphasise how deeply inadequate the RSP 
approach to informing the public continues to be.  

Failure to make information easy to access and easy to find 

RSP has made its consultation almost entirely dependent on technology. RSP placed its 
thousands of pages of documentation on its website. For many people, the website simply 
failed to open, meaning that the consultation information could not be accessed at all. Others 
found that accessing the website crashed their computer repeatedly.  

Those who were able to access the website initially faced a rather misleading layout with the 
2017 consultation documents placed with the 2018 documents in a sidebar. Some people read 
the 2017 documentation thinking that that was the relevant documentation for this 2018 
consultation. In order not to fall into this trap, people had to know that they were looking for 
entirely new 2018 documents and then actively to scroll down to find them. Some way into the 
consultation, RSP changed the layout so that just the 2018 documents were placed in the 
sidebar. Anyone who wished to find out what had changed since 2017 then had to hunt for the 
2017 consultation documents which had been removed to the page entitled “Documents”.  

Even when the correct documents for 2018 were accessed they were extremely difficult to 
work with. The 2018 documents were published in some sort of publishing tool which means 
that it is extremely difficult to navigate them. These documents cannot be searched by normal 
document management tools. The only approach to making these documents manageable is 
to download each and every one as a PDF. Not everyone will have been tenacious enough to 
do this. 

RSP provided no readily available and clear index, leaving people no option but to download 
thousands of pages, a document at a time, and then look through each of them in search of 
the topics that interested them. There is no excuse for not providing something as basic as 
an index to help people to find the information they need among 3,900 pages. 

It is unforgivable and unhelpful of RSP to have provided no indication of exactly what has been 
changed between the 2017 consultation and the 2018 consultation. A brief top level summary 
of the new and moved chapters is not enough. It would have been a simple matter to highlight 
the changes – additions, omissions and changes – in each of the 2018 documents. RSP’s 
failure to do this has made this consultation even less accessible than the 2017 consultation. 
Few people have the time or the inclination to compare and contrast 2,200 pages from 2017 
with 3,900 pages from 2018 to see exactly what has changed. It is no surprise that many in 
the local community believe that RSP is deliberately hiding from us the data that we need to 
access to enable us to develop an informed view of what is being proposed.  
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For those without reliable internet access, documents were only available at a few libraries. 
Certainly when we checked, we found that a full set of documents was not available in Herne 
Bay – a town over which RSP plans to fly aircraft day and night. This is inexcusable. Herne 
Bay’s population has a significant number of elderly people and less well-off people, many of 
whom do not have internet access. This means that RSP is excluding from its consultation 
hard to reach groups who do not have the luxury of reliable internet access. RSP did not 
produce a full set of documents in Herne Bay until some weeks into the consultation.  

Failure to make information easy to understand 

The vast majority of those 3,900 pages that local residents were expected to read, understand, 
and comment on, are technical documents that are impenetrable to the layperson. RSP has 
failed to produce a simple, non-technical, summary of what the actual impact of its proposal 
could be on the local community. Nowhere does it say in RSP’s non-technical summary that 
the developer plans night flights; unlimited night flights; and the freedom to have more of them 
than is allowed at Heathrow. Nowhere does it say in RSP’s non-technical summary that the 
developer has calculated that over 10,000 homes will be severely affected by noise day and 
night, and that RSP proposes to do nothing to protect the people living in those homes. 
Nowhere does it say in RSP’s non-technical summary what the scale of this project is and 
what it might mean in terms of number of flights and number of HGVs in comparison to 
previous operations at Manston.  

A member of the No Night Flights (NNF) Committee asked RSP’s Mr Freudmann at one of the 
consultation events why there was so much technical information and no one place in which 
local residents could obtain the information that we need to understand, in non-technical 
language, what this proposal may mean for us and our community. He said that the problem 
was that the rules require RSP to produce lots and lots of “complicated documentation”. He 
accepted that RSP’s documentation is not easy to understand. When asked why, in that case, 
RSP didn’t write a simple summary for the public setting out in black and white in one place 
exactly what the worst case could be, Mr Freudmann replied: “we CAN’T. PINS won’t allow it. 
If there’s a difference between the simple summary and the technical information they’ll be 
very unhappy”.  

Frankly, this is a deeply inadequate response. RSP accepts that its proposal and its likely 
impact are hard to understand. The developer accepts that its documentation is complicated. 
The developer accepts that its documentation is hard to understand. The developer thinks it 
is not up to the task of accurately explaining to the public – in clear, consistent and 
simple terms – the impact that its proposal could have on us. If the developer does not 
have the ability to explain to the local community the impact of its proposal on us, how can we 
– non-technical community members – be expected to do so? This demonstrates 
unequivocally that RSP has failed to make it clear to the local community, in terms that we 
can understand, what impact its proposals will have on us. This renders this consultation 
invalid. 

Failure to make it easy for the local community to ask questions and 
get answers 

RSP held just two consultation events at which members of the public could ask questions 
about RSP’s proposals. Given the fact that tens of thousands of people will be affected by 
RSP’s proposals this is unforgivably limited. The events – one in Ramsgate and one in Herne 
Bay – both ran from 1200 to 2000 on a weekday. This meant that local residents who work 
during the week found it difficult, if not impossible, to attend an event. Moreover, yet again 
RSP held the Ramsgate event in a very small room. As one of RSP’s consultants said at the 
Herne Bay event the following day: “we could have done with this room yesterday. The 
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Ramsgate one was very small, very hot, and it was very difficult to hear”. Again, this has 
implications for accessibility for a range of people and for their ability to ask questions and get 
answers.  

Just 870 people attended the events. Some of those people were RSP’s supporters who 
attended both events, so the number of unique attendees is less than 870. Tens of thousands 
of people live under the straight line flight path. In addition to those people, there are those 
who live under the proposed departure “flight swathes”. RSP is reaching only a tiny fraction of 
those who will be overflown should this DCO be awarded.  

The consultation events are disproportionately important to the community because RSP has 
done a very poor, and in some cases a non-existent, job of responding to emails from residents 
who have questions about aspects of RSP’s proposals. It is extremely unusual to get a 
substantive response from RSP. As an example on 18th January a resident emailed RSP some 
questions about night flights. On 20th January he emailed RSP with some questions about the 
impact on heritage and culture of RSP’s proposals. Having heard nothing, on 22nd January he 
chased RSP for a response. On 24th January RSP responded saying:  

“Thank you for your feedback and questions about the 2018 public consultation on 

proposals to reopen Manston Airport. 

We will take these into consideration when responding to the consultation. If you wish 

to make any additional points, please do so by the deadline of 16 February.” 

RSP did not answer the questions that the resident had posed. The resident replied the same 
day, asking for answers to his questions and pointing out that:  

“PINS say this is our main chance to ask questions.” 

He asked again on 4th February. On 6th February RSP responded saying: 

“I am currently looking into your questions and apologise for the time it is taking to 

respond to you. I will get a full reply to you no later than the end of this week.” 

On 9th February RSP responded saying in effect that the matters raised by the resident would 
be covered at a later stage. This lack of response by RSP in relation to two straightforward 
questions is quite extraordinarily substandard. It reveals that RSP does not care that this pre-
application consultation is the only opportunity for the public to find the information we need 
to enable us to reach an informed view about RSP's proposals.  

Having been through a number of consultation events with RSP, it was telling how RSP’s 
Directors sought this time around to limit the opportunity of members of the No Night Flights 
(NNF) Committee to ask searching questions. When we were in conversation with an RSP 
consultant, a Director such as George Yerrall or Niall Lawlor would come over to interrupt the 
conversation and to encourage that consultant to move on to someone else (whether or not 
there was another resident there awaiting a chance to ask questions). In addition, consultants 
were clearly warned to tread carefully with our people, with an RSP Director coming over to 
say to one consultant: “This is the lady that I told you testified at the Select Committee”, and 
“I just want you to know that we’ve got huge history”. In some instances, RSP Directors went 
further, and simply shut down questions altogether by walking away saying: “I don't want to 
talk to you. You've soaked up so many other people's time.”  

It is unacceptable that RSP should seek to limit the opportunity of a community group to ask 
questions in this way. It is unacceptable for RSP Directors to seek to make it an uncomfortable 
experience for residents who they know do not support the RSP proposal to attend a statutory 
public consultation event to ask questions. In no way can this behaviour be described as 
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making the consultation “engaging and accessible in style, encouraging consultees to react 
and offer their views”, nor is it making it possible for local people to have “as much influence 
as is realistic and possible over decisions which shape their lives and communities”.  
 

RSP really should know better. We have criticised the team’s behaviour at the consultation 
events in 2016 and in 2017. It is time for RSP to start taking its responsibilities towards local 
residents seriously and to recognise that the obligation is on RSP, as the developer, to behave 
in an even-handed way towards all local residents and that residents have a perfect right to 
ask questions about wide-reaching proposals that will permanently impact their day-to-day life 
and that of the community in which they live. It is also time for PINS to recognise and accept 
that RSP’s consultation has failed to meet the standard required. 

In February 2018, NNF carried out a small poll of local residents to seek their views of the 
RSP consultation. 89% of our respondents live under the flight path. Full details of the results 
can be seen in Fig 4 on p70, however it is worth highlighting some of the key findings here: 

• 98% of respondents said that the consultation was too short, given the scale and 
nature of the project 

• 83% said that the consultation events were not at a convenient time 

• 98% found the RSP documentation inadequate by virtue of being too long, in 
technical language, not informative enough, and poorly referenced 

• The vast majority of respondents felt that RSP had produced insufficient information 
on key aspects of the proposals that will have an impact on the local community. 
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In summary, then: 

• RSP failed to inform those whose lives will be affected by RSP’s proposals that this 
consultation was taking place 

• RSP’s documentation was inaccessible to many people in the local community and 
extremely difficult to navigate for those who were able to access it 

• The vast majority of RSP’s documentation was highly technical and incomprehensible 
to the layperson 

• The non-technical summary failed completely to mention the key downsides of the 
project – the noise that will affect over 10,000 dwellings; a significant night flight 
regime; and the difference in scale between this proposal and the community’s 
previous experience of an airport on that site. Local people have no idea of the 
magnitude of what RSP is proposing here 

• RSP said that it knew that its documentation was complicated and hard to 
understand, but that it dared not produce a clear non-technical summary of the worst 
case scenario in case PINS judged it not to be an accurate reflection of the thousands 
of pages of technical documentation. This beggars belief 

• RSP has made it difficult for local people to get answers to questions, by limiting the 
number of consultation events; failing to answer email questions; and deliberately 
seeking to limit the opportunity of NNF members to ask questions. 

All of this adds up to a fundamentally flawed consultation process.  
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“PINS made us do it” 

The long campaign of misdirection – telling local residents that ROIC 
and RSP do not want night flights 

Since 2014 RSP, and RiverOak Investment Corp. (ROIC) before it, have been trying to acquire 
the old airfield at Manston by using compulsory purchase or DCO powers. RSP, and ROIC 
before it, have consistently told supporters, and the wider public, that there will be no night 
flights and that anybody who says there will is scaremongering. ROIC and RSP have insisted, 
year in, year out, that their plans do not include night flights. ROIC and RSP have consistently 
told the public that the issue of night flights is only being raised at the insistence of PINS. 

There has been a deliberate campaign over the years to lodge in the mind of local people that 
RSP’s proposal does not include night flights. RSP’s supporters believe this assertion and 
have loyally promulgated that message. Anybody who suggests on a local social media group 
that there will be night flights is vilified.  

In the 2016 consultation ROIC said that there will be no night flights 

In our response to ROIC’s 2016 consultation, we mentioned the lack of information from ROIC 
about night flights2 and shared some quotes from residents who had attended the 2016 
consultation events:  

“There was an SMA chap who […] said that he had been in contact with the Planning 

Inspectorate direct and was informed that night flights was on the insistence of RiverOak 

not the Planning Inspectorate. The RiverOak reps were telling people that they only put 

night flights in their document because the Planning Inspectorate made them do it.” 

And this: 

“He said that he wasn’t saying that RiverOak needed night flights but that the Planning 

Inspectorate had asked RiverOak what they were going to say in their consultation about 

night flights. He said that they had to include night flights because the Planning 

Inspectorate said that they were mandating Heathrow, Gatwick, Stanstead, Luton and 

every other major airport in the South East to come up with a policy for potential night 

flight traffic. The Inspectorate had said: “We cannot have you involved in the DCO when 

we are seeking to potentially do a DCO on Heathrow and we have not asked you to do 

a review on night flights.” 

We also have some comments shared with us by residents that we did not include in our 
response to the 2016 consultation: 

“The reference in our environmental scoping document to 18 night flights relates solely 

to the accepted methodology for assessing the significance of noise disturbance at night 

and not to any plans that we have for Manston airport.” 3 

“It is not up to RiverOak or TDC – it turns out that it is the National Planning Inspectors 

(PINS) who decide if there should be night flights.” 4 

                                                
2  The following quotes are on pages 7 to 12 of our 2016 submission 
3  Tony Freudmann, RSP – Kent Online – 6th September 2016 
4  Dr Beau Webber, Chairman of SMAa – September 2016 
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“RiverOak have no 24 hour operations plans.” 5 

Resident: “So if you want to attract these then that inevitably means 24/7 and night 

flights, doesn’t it?” RSP’s Dr Dixon: “Not at all. At Stansted – they [freight flights] only 

want to come in at night to avoid passenger flights. We would always have capacity in 

the day.” 6 

Resident: “The internationally agreed night time is 11pm to 7am. Why not have that as 

a curfew?” RSP’s Dr Dixon: “And that’s what we would do, 11pm to 7am.” 7 

“They [RSP] spoke on night flights and they confirm they do not need night flights to 

make their plan work and they do not plan to have night flights.” 8 

We have many more examples should they be required.  

In February 2017, months before the 2017 consultation, and despite consistently telling its 
supporters at private barbecues and in presentations that RSP does not want night fl ights at 
Manston, RSP began the CAA process to obtain an aerodrome licence for Manston (despite 
neither owning the site nor having permission from the site’s owners to apply for a licence). 
RSP confirmed to the CAA in February 2017 that it would require a licence for night flights. 
When this document came to light in January 2018, airport supporters said it was a fake – that 
is the level of local conviction that there will not be any night flights into or out of a reopened 
Manston airport.  

RSP continues to confuse the public about night flights as part of 
the 2017 consultation  

In its documentation to support the 2017 consultation, RSP said that there might be a 
maximum of eight flights a night. However, RSP and RSP’s agents, SMAa and Sir Roger Gale, 
at the same time repeatedly told the public that there would be no night flights; that RSP did 
not want night flights; and that it was PINS that had made RSP include this possibility of eight 
night flights a night in RSP’s consultation material.  

In our response to RSP’s 2017 consultation, we mentioned the continued lack of clarity about 
night flights9 and shared some quotes from residents who had attended the 2017 consultation 
events. RSP gave inconsistent answers to questions from the public about night flights at that 
consultation too, saying variously: 

• The estimate of eight flights per night given by RSP in its consultation material is a 
finger-in-the-wind guesstimate with no evidence behind it 

• “PINS made us put in a number for night flights” 

• “The CAA made us put in a number for night flights” 

• “It’s a guess to keep the Planning Inspectorate happy because they’re using us as 
the pilot case for the London Heathrow DCO, and they said we had to put in night 
flights.” 

• There will not be any night flights 

                                                
5  Dr Beau Webber, Chairman of SMAa – 19th February 2017 
6  Ramsgate consultation event 2016 
7  Ditto 
8  Notes of the SMAa AGM – 5th February 2017 
9  The following quotes are on pages 7 to 12 of our 2016 submission 
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• RSP does not “give a shit” about night flights and RSP does not “give a f***” about 
night flights. This was said by one of RSP’s Directors 

• There will only be some unscheduled night flights as, inevitably, planes will arrive late 

• RSP does not want night flights and all cargo customers will have a preference for 
day slots 

• The cargo will be perishables and so the planes will be “in and out quickly with no 
need for night flights” 

• The cargo will be coming in from areas of Africa in the same time zone so night flights 
would not be needed 

• RSP has no idea whether it would need night flights 

• Dr Sally Dixon said to one questioner, “There will be no night flights. Flights will not 
be scheduled until after 6am.” 

• Repeatedly, to various participants, RSP representatives said that night flights would 
not be needed and that operations would be like “Frankfurt, where there is a curfew 
on night flights”.  

Even when RSP admitted as part of its 2017 consultation that it was considering having up to 
eight night flights on average a night, RSP’s supporters in SMAa did not believe this 
admission.  

“Definitely scaremongering! […] Any NSIP airport applying for a DCO has to have the 

capacity for 10,000 movements and up to eight night flights, which Manston already 

does! It does NOT mean it has to do that many! It means only that Manston is capable 

of those figures!” 10  

The example below is an example of the SMAa Facebook response to RSP’s revelation about 
night flights in its own consultation documentation. 

                                                
10  Angela Stevens, SMAa 
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Having admitted in its documentation for the 2017 consultation that there might be an average 
of eight flights a night, RSP then backtracked on this completely at the 2017 consultation 
events themselves. RSP’s Directors told members of the public: 

“Let me be very clear. We don’t NEED night flights. We DON'T NEED NIGHT FLIGHTS, 

I said that last year.” 11 

"There are no air freighter operators that fly at night because they want to." 12 

“I mean this is the other fantasy that somehow out there there’s a huge demand for night 

flights and the answer to some of the operators is we can’t. Find somewhere else but 

you’ll be lucky. But what we can do is accommodate you between 9 and 11 in the 

evening and 7 or even 6 in the morning with some exceptions.” 13 

SMAa then picked up this theme and loyally followed suit: 

“… quite a few people were getting concerned about night flights and becoming against 

the airport and RSP’s plans. I told him it was all propaganda and stirring and not to 

                                                
11  Niall Lawlor, RSP – Canterbury consultation event, 2017  
12  Tony Freudmann, RSP – Ramsgate consultation event, 2017 
13  Tony Freudmann, RSP – Canterbury consultation event, 2017 
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believe it. […] Maybe SMAA needs to intensify information and counter-propaganda to 

ensure this malicious misinformation does not gain ground.”14 

In short, RSP said in its consultation documents that there might be up to eight flights a night. 
It then set about consistently denying this in public, saying that PINS had insisted that night 
flights be included but that there would be none. Just what is the local community expected to 
make of this as an approach to a statutory consultation?  

RSP continues to confuse the public about night flights as part of 
the 2018 consultation 

Of course, this current proposal – the 2018 version – does include night flights and the ability 
to schedule night flights. RSP has finally come clean in its consultation documents on this 
critical issue. However, RSP’s years of consistent misdirection on this topic has paid off – 
many of the most vociferous people in the local community simply cannot and do not believe 
that night flights now form a part of RSP’s plans. Again, despite setting out a night noise regime 
that clearly supports thousands of scheduled night flights a year, RSP consistently denied the 
reality of this when face-to-face with residents in the 2018 consultation events: 

“I know people don’t believe this, but there are no secret plans. There are no night-time 

operators of aeroplanes queuing up to come in at night and disturb everyone’s sleep.” 
15 

“It makes no economic sense for us to keep that airport open for 4 flights in and 4 flights 

out, at night time.” 16 

Resident: “But you would allow a QC4, which isn't allowed at Heathrow?” Niall Lawlor: 

“But that would be on an annual basis, not like we'd be having that every night.”  17 

“We’re pretty confident we’ll get the DCO [...] We’ve modelled the impact of 8 [flights] a 

night to show a worst case scenario - that’s the duty we have. The next question that I 

know is “Well what flights will there be?” The answer which I’ve given at every meeting 

is we’ve had no demand for night flights but there are situations where cargo operators 

arrive late, run late then you need some flexibility to accommodate them.” 

“RSP is not forecasting night flights. Stansted delays freight unloading by up to 9 hours 

– costing them. They therefore come in at night to get handled. There’s no need to come 

in at night – do not expect it. Can’t say there never will be night flights as there may be 

operational reasons – exceptions may include weather or aid flights.” 18 

“We have to model the worst case, a maximum of 8 movements per night. The 

Inspectorate needs to see you are modelling the worst case – doesn’t mean it will 
happen. [It’s] already agreed with the Secretary of State that when the [night noise] quota 

is met then there will be no more flights.” 19 

“Well our stance on night flights is that speaking to carriers as we’ve done we haven’t 

found there’s an, you know, there’s not a need for night flights. […] so by us focusing in 

                                                
14  Nick Toy, SMAa – 2 September 2017 
15  Tony Freudmann, RSP – Herne Bay Gazette – 8th February 2018 
16  Niall Lawlor, RSP – Ramsgate consultation event, January 2018 
17  Niall Lawlor, RSP – Ramsgate consultation event, January 2018 
18  Dr Sally Dixon, RSP – Ramsgate consultation event, January 2018 
19  Richie Hinchcliffe, RSP – Ramsgate consultation event, 2018 
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on building 19 cargo stands and being able to accommodate those during the day, is 

effectively why we’re saying there’s not a need for night flights.” 20 

“We’re not planning night flights now, but we can’t handcuff ourselves. Night flights will 

be decided by the CAA.” 21 

“We needed to use a number of night flights for modelling and eight is what we used.”22 

“We’ve no intention to land anything at night” 23 

“We modelled eight flights a night and that’s the basis on which the DCO would be 

granted. We couldn’t have any more.” 24 

“I asked Oliver Bewes why RSP has as many cargo staff working at night as there are 

in the day if there’ll be a maximum of eight night flights but dozens more during the day. 

He said “flights will have come in during the day and they’ll still be being unloaded at 

night” 25 

“Tony Freudmann told me “if we have ten cargo stands we won’t need night flights.” 26 

“I asked Tony Freudmann why we should suffer QC4 when this can’t be scheduled at 

LHRW or other airports. He said “that would be a 747-400”. I said yes. He said they 

needed the flexibility. I said “so it’s OK for us to suffer it but not people near Heathrow?” 

He said “yes, in exceptional circumstances.” 27 

“I asked Tony Freudmann why, if RSP is really saying there will be hardly any night 

flights, RSP isn’t giving us a clear ATM limit and he said that RSP “can’t make promises” 
28 

There are many, many more examples available. 

RSP’s public utterances denying that there will be night flights are extraordinary and 
dishonest in the face of RSP’s written and public proposals to obtain via this DCO application 
permission to have a more flexible night flight regime than is permitted at the UK’s biggest 
airport, Heathrow. PINS must recognise how dishonest RSP is being with the public 
when it comes to its plans for night flights.  

Sir Roger Gale says that there will be no night flights 

RSP’s agent, local MP Sir Roger Gale, also consistently says that there will be no night flights. 
We appreciate that Sir Roger is not a Director of RSP. However, he stands shoulder to 
shoulder with RSP’s Directors at public presentations to residents and to Councillors. He 
presents alongside RSP at the airport supporters’ events and at fundraisers. He writes about 
Manston in the local Press. He talks about Manston on the local television and radio news. He 
is on record as saying that he is “proud to be called the MP for RiverOak.” He reports to airport 
supporters his lobbying of two Secretaries of State (Transport and Housing, Communities and 
Local Government) about the need for their Department to support RSP and its proposals. He 

                                                
20  Rob Grinnell, RSP – consultation event 2018 
21  Rob Grinnell, RSP – consultation event 2018 
22  Nick Hilton, RSP – January 2018 consultation 
23  Ditto 
24  Ditto 
25  Feedback from resident 
26  Feedback from resident 
27  Ditto 
28  Ditto 



NNF 2018 consultation response  p21 of 76 

seeks to influence Thanet District Council (TDC) to support RSP’s proposals and to ensure 
that the site is zoned for aviation purposes only. He criticises any other entity that suggests it 
would like to develop an airport at Manston. It is not a reopened airport at Manston that Sir 
Roger campaigns for tirelessly – it is only a reopened airport at Manston operated by 
ROIC/RSP and Tony Freudmann. 

Sir Roger is inextricably linked with RSP and this proposal. To local people he is a part of the 
RSP team. His many public utterances about RSP, Manston, RSP’s plans for Manston, and 
topics such as night flights therefore carry significant weight in the local community and must 
be treated as part of RSP’s consultation communications. 

As a few examples of Sir Roger’s role in misleading the public about night flights, we offer 
these: 

“To set the record straight RiverOak has confirmed that they have no plans to operate 

scheduled night flights…” 29 

“…I for one would not countenance, and would not expect the Conservative Group on 

Thanet District Council to support, any proposal that involved scheduled night flying.”30 

“No, there is no proposal and no need to fly freight in at night.” 31 

“The RiverOak Strategic Partnership has made it absolutely plain that they have no 

desire to fly planes in in anti-social hours, I am content with that.” 32 

“RiverOak…has no plan or requirement to engage in night flights.” 33 

“This, as you know, is disingenuous rubbish. There are no plans for night flights to or 

from Manston and a new Section 106 agreement would preclude such movements.” 34 

“This means there will be no need for night flights, which no one wants, except in cases 

of emergency. Regarding the 106 Agreement, RSP will insist that this is included in their 

operating terms and SRG [Sir Roger Gale] would oppose the plans were it not.” 35 

“The environmental impact assessment has to include the potential impact of night 

flights, but that’s not part of RSP’s business plan. There are no plans to have scheduled 

night flights. It’s pure scaremongering.” 36 

During the 2018 consultation, Sir Roger Gale issued these statements: 

"The position in relation to night flights has been made absolutely clear. It is not part of 

RiverOak’s business plan to have night flights. Never has been and, so far as I am 

aware, never will be”. 37 

“All significant airports in fact make provision for occasional delayed long-haul flights, 

emergency landings and mercy missions to disaster zones but the company has publicly 

                                                
29  Sir Roger Gale Facebook page, 9 August 2016 
30  Sir Roger Gale Facebook page, 9 August 2016 
31  Interview with Maggie Doyle, BBC Radio Kent, 25th April 2017 
32  Ditto 
33  Email to prospective voter 5th May 2017 
34  Email from Sir Roger Gale to a constituent August 2017 
35  Minutes of speech by Sir Roger Gale 15th July 2017 
36  Herne Bay Gazette 8th February 2018 
37  BBC Southeast 11th February 2018 
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declared - and this of course will also be open to examination - that it neither needs nor 

wants scheduled night flights that do not fit in with its business plan." 

Sir Roger’s statements give the impression that residents would experience the odd 
emergency or delayed flight but that there will be no scheduled night flights. This is in direct 
contradiction to RSP’s flight pattern model where RSP has modelled eight flights every night, 
and in direct contradiction to the night flight regime that RSP is asking for as part of the DCO. 
Local people are being misled by their MP. This has been going on for so many years that we 
can only conclude that this is a deliberate action by the developer and by Sir Roger Gale. Their 
action makes nonsense of this consultation. RSP is saying one thing in its documentation 
about night flights and their possible impact and another in its public utterances. This is 
unacceptable.  

It’s all the fault of PINS 

Despite ROIC/RSP’s claim that “PINS made us do it”, minutes of meetings between PINS and 
ROIC/RSP suggest that it was RiverOak Investment Corp. (the original DCO promoter) who 
first raised with PINS in a meeting on 23rd February 2016 the potential need for night flights. 
PINS has since confirmed to NNF that it was indeed ROIC who first raised the possibility of 
night flights. It is dishonest of RSP to continue to pretend otherwise to the public.  

The minutes of a meeting on 26th September 2017 between PINS and RSP say: 

“The Applicant stated that a decision had been reached to impose restrictions on the 

amount and type of night flights that would occur during operation, based on a ‘quota 

count’ system and specified aircraft types. The Applicant confirmed that the 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) assumed 8 night flights as a worst case.” 

Despite this, RSP is still continuing the pretence that it is PINS that is insisting that RSP include 
night flights in its proposal. That pretence continues in the 2018 consultation. At one of the 
2018 consultation events, RSP’s Niall Lawlor said: 

“We are not contemplating night flights for the seven millionth time. A number of people 

in Ramsgate, especially arseholes, distribute a lot of lies and conjecture. We are not 

considering… we’re by instruction from the Inspectorate to outline a night flight policy. 

We have put a worst case scenario in […]. The reason the PI is mandating [that we put 

night flights] in our application is because it’s going to come up for Heathrow, for 

Gatwick, Stansted, using us as a guinea pig before larger applications come down the 

line. It doesn’t make commercial sense for night flights. Not our decision, all done by 

Government Agencies. It’s not us. I’m blue in the face saying this to people, blue in the 

face about people lying.” 38 

In contrast to RSP’s continued insistence that PINS “made” RSP include night flights in the 
RSP proposal, PINS told a member of public as recently as 29th January 2018: 

“The Planning Inspectorate has not advised the Applicant to include provision for night 

flights in its application.” 

However, RSP is still clinging to the pretence that it does not want night flights, that it has no 
intention to have night flights, and that it is PINS that has forced RSP to put in a “worst case” 
for eight night flights a night as part of the current consultation. Resident after resident has 
reported back to us the consistent RSP response that the developer does not want night flights 
and that it is only mentioning them because PINS made it do so. We can provide evidence to 

                                                
38  Niall Lawlor, RSP – January 2018 consultation 
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support our assertions here if there is any doubt in what we are saying. This attempt by RSP 
to mislead the public as to the real impact of its proposals is very significant.  

PINS really needs to pay attention to this. RSP is knowingly misleading the public about 
night flights, one of the key negatives of its proposals, and blaming PINS for the 
appearance of night flights in RSP’s proposal. 

We deal with the specific content of RSP’s proposed night flight regime later on in this 
response. However, we wish to place it on record that the local community deserves a clear 
and unequivocal statement about night flights from RSP. What does RSP mean when it 
talks about “night”? Will there be night flights? Will there be scheduled night flights? How many 
will there be? What is the actual “worst case” scenario – is it the one buried in RSP’s model 
or is it whatever the night noise regime can be flexed to deliver? What kind of craft will be 
flying over us at night? How many people will those night flights disturb? What are the health 
implications of that disturbance? Without this clarity, it is self-evident that RSP has not fulfilled 
its obligation to consult about the impact of its proposals on the community.  

The local community also deserves an answer from RSP and from PINS as to who, in 
fact, is insisting that night flights are included in this proposal. 
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“The dog ate my homework” 

RSP has not provided the information that the local community 
needs so that we can develop an informed view of the project and its 
impact on us 

It is RSP’s responsibility to consult the community in such a way that local people can arrive 
at an informed view of what is being proposed and what the impact will be of those proposals. 
RSP has failed to do this. RSP’s 3,900 pages of consultation material, much of it so technical 
that it is impenetrable by the layperson, does not give local people a clear idea of what is being 
proposed and how it will impact us, our community and our quality of life. That this is the case 
is demonstrated conclusively by the opinions expressed on local social media sites. The vast 
majority of people who have engaged with RSP’s multi-stage, long drawn out, and changing 
consultation process have no idea that the plan is for a cargo airport with flights 24/7. This is 
unacceptable.  

We have already commented on the difficulty of accessing RSP’s consultation material at all. 
We have commented on the difficulty of making sense of the documentation by virtue of its 
highly technical nature. We have commented on the huge gaps in the non-technical summary. 
We have commented on the difficulty of dealing with 3,900 pages of technical material and 
crafting a response in five weeks. We comment below on the serious gaps in RSP’s 
consultation material. These gaps are substantive. These gaps render RSP’s latest round of 
consultation invalid for the purposes of a DCO application. 

Despite there having been a consultation in 2016 and another in 2017, RSP has come to the 
table in 2018 with a long list of topics on which it has failed to produce its homework. We are 
completely baffled as to why RSP decided to consult the public again in January and February 
2018 instead of waiting until it had the information that the public needs to enable us to have 
an informed view about RSP’s proposals. The list of gaps in RSP’s work – some admitted by 
RSP and some not – is long. 

As we pointed out in our response to RSP’s 2017 consultation, the Department for 
Communities and Local Government’s (as the Department was then known) Planning Act 
2008: Guidance on the Pre-application Process emphasises the importance of effective pre-
application consultation by developers, and says that:  

“… applicants are advised to include sufficient preliminary environmental information to 

enable consultees to develop an informed view of the project… The key issue is that the 

information presented must provide clarity to all consultees.” 

Yet again, RSP has failed to meet this requirement. We set out below some of the key 
omissions. 

No Scoping Opinion 

The American company, ROIC, sought a Scoping Opinion from PINS in June 2016. That 
opinion was written (with some caveats from PINS) in relation to the Infrastructure Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009. No Scoping Opinion has ever been 
prepared for RSP and for RSP’s proposals. No Scoping Opinion has been prepared that deals 
with the requirements of the 2017 Environmental Impact Regulations. RSP itself accepts that 
ROIC’s 2016 Scoping Opinion is not associated with RSP’s 2018 consultation as follows: 

“A Scoping Report (Appendix 1.143), including a chapter covering biodiversity, was 

produced and submitted to the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) who provided a Scoping 
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Opinion (Appendix 1.2) which although no longer formally associated with this 

application is still relevant (see Chapter 4).” 

We are surprised and puzzled as to why there is no Scoping Opinion associated with RSP’s 
current DCO application and with the 2017 EIA Regulations. This is a significant omission. 
It leaves the public adrift when we are trying to assess whether or not RSP is complying with 
the 2017 EIA Regulations. 

No Health Impact Assessment 

At the Herne Bay statutory consultation event on 24th January 2018, RSP Director, Mr 
Freudmann, told an NNF Committee member emphatically and categorically that RSP had 
completed its statutory Health Impact Assessment. This is not correct. 

Despite the obligation on the developer to produce a Health Impact Assessment, RSP has 
failed to do so. At 1.1.91 of the PEIR, RSP says:  

“The health-related effects are not assessed here as the HIA analysis has not been 

finalised and its results are unavailable. Once included these will reflect the latest EC 

medical understanding of the health effects on the population from sources and 

pathways such as noise and air quality.”  

And, at 1.1.97:  

“In keeping with best practice, a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) is being undertaken 

for the Proposed Development in Chapter 15 and Appendix 15.1. HIA is a process 

designed to identify and assess the potential for negative or positive effects on public 

health and wellbeing due to a proposed project.” 

And, at 15.1.1: 

“The HIA process is currently being applied to test and inform the proposed application, 

and a full HIA will be provided as an appendix to the Environmental Statement (ES) and 

submitted for consideration as part of the Development Consent Order (DCO).” 

This means that RSP intends not to consult publicly on an assessment of the ways in which a 
24/7 nationally significant cargo airport will impact the local community’s health, quality of life, 
community and day-to-day way of life. This is a quite extraordinary omission. This renders 
RSP’s current statutory consultation void. Without this information, the local community 
cannot arrive at an informed view of the impact of RSP’s proposals. RSP says this clearly 
at 13.8.8: 

“The effects of disruption on the population is dependent on ongoing work on health 

effects and is not assessed here” 

and, at 13.9.3  

“As the magnitude and significance of health effects is the subject of ongoing work, no 

assessment is provided in this PEIR. Further details will be provided in the ES.” 

RSP knows that environmental noise has health impacts on the population, but it is not sharing 
with the local population the likely impact that its proposals will have on us. RSP’s 15.6.5 says: 

“Evidence of health impacts from environmental noise has also been established, 

including sleep disturbance, stress or anxiety, hypertension and resulting risk of 

cardiovascular disease (particularly ischaemic heart disease), stroke, and dementia risk 

later in life; and some evidence of effects on children’s learning. Sufficient evidence of 
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heart disease risk is also available to allow quantification of heart disease risk from 

transport noise exposure. There is also some evidence of associations of aircraft noise 

exposure with anxiety and depression, obesity or reduced physical activity (albeit 

principally for road noise) and possibly impairments to children’s learning as measured 

by reading comprehension (though this evidence is still quite limited). The WHO is 

expected to publish new guidelines on community noise supported by a review of the 

scientific health evidence base in 2018, which if available before the HIA is completed, 

will provide further evidence and guidance that can be considered.” 

RSP says explicitly in 1.1.103 that: 

“… baseline data and feedback from consultation with health stakeholders indicates that 

the population in Thanet district has a number of characteristics that suggest greater 

potential sensitivity to health impacts, including: 

• fewer working-age people and a larger elderly population than the national average; 

• relatively high levels of socio-economic deprivation and higher rates of long-term 
unemployment than the national average; 

• lower male and female life expectancy than the national and Kent averages; 

• generally higher rates of cardiovascular (heart and circulation) disease and cancer 
than the national average, but a lower rate of severe respiratory (breathing) diseases 
than the national average; 

• higher rates of depression, anxiety and dementia than the national average; and 

• a lower rate of physical activity and higher rate of obesity than the national and 
regional averages. 

1.1.104 Consultation with the Kent Director of Public Health highlighted that Thanet has 

low life expectancy and high rates of all-age all-cause mortality in comparison to the rest 

of Kent, and that that the local health economy is currently struggling to deliver 

sustainable health care services. 

1.1.108 There is health evidence drawn from the scientific literature that allows potential 

impacts on mortality and rates of certain diseases due to changes in noise and air 

pollutant exposure to be predicted quantitatively (in numerical terms). The scientific 

evidence shows that, depending on the level of noise or air pollution concentration, these 

may affect diseases of the heart, lungs and circulation system, mental health and 

wellbeing, and the overall risk of premature death. Whether there is a health risk and the 

magnitude of any impact on public health depends on the size of change in noise or air 

pollution and the population affected.” 

At its simplest, RSP’s proposals will place a nationally significant cargo airport next to 
a population that already has poor health outcomes and yet the developer is seeking to 
avoid consulting that community about the health impacts of its proposals. This means 
that the local community is not being afforded the opportunity to understand the health 
implications for us and to comment on them “at an early enough stage so that the proposal 
can still be influenced.” It is too late for the local community to comment when the DCO 
application is submitted. By consulting now rather than when it has gathered its health 
impact evidence, RSP is preventing local people from having a say on the subject of 
the health impact on us. There is no clear evidence available now for the local community 
as to the impact on our life expectancy. There is no assessment of disability-adjusted life 
years. This is unacceptable.  

RSP says at 1.1.109 that it will:  
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“use factors for level of risk per decibel of noise and per microgram of air pollutant 

concentration, the baseline rate of health conditions and the number of people affected, 

to calculate potential public health impacts.” 

The local community must have the opportunity to be fully and properly consulted about the 
impact on our health and longevity before the DCO application is submitted and while there is 
still an opportunity to influence the proposal.  

No assessment of major accidents and disasters 

Despite the obligation on the developer to produce this assessment as part of the 2017 EIA 
Regulations requirements, RSP has failed to do so. At 1.1.119 of the PEIR, RSP says: 

“The chapter reported in the 2018 PEIR presents solely the methodology by which Major 

Accidents and Disasters will be assessed for the purposes of the ES. It is acknowledged 

that further work is required both in terms of the assessment itself and in terms of any 

methodological development arising from the current consultation.” 

Again, this is deeply inadequate. By failing to produce this assessment in time for this, the 
third consultation on its proposals, RSP is denying the local community the chance to be 
consulted on this topic. Two towns lie under the arrivals approach path to the airport. A town 
and a number of villages are very close to the airport itself. Aviation disasters have the capacity 
to wreak havoc. It is unacceptable that these risks and any mitigation plan should be kept from 
the public. 

No Public Safety Zones 

At the consultation events, in response to questioning, RSP said that it did not need Public 
Safety Zones (PSZs). This is surprising given that we have a copy of a letter from the Minister 
for Aviation, dated 28th October 2010 which made it clear that proper PSZs for Manston should 
be implemented soon. The letter stated that the threshold for PSZs is usually 1,500 flights per 
month.  

RSP’s plans are for more flights than that. RSP will need PSZs as the airport grows in line 
with its projections. This has implications for the potential compulsory purchase of houses 
which are in the immediate PSZ area as well as serious planning blight for local residents in 
the wider PSZ. Local people have no idea that this might be coming should RSP’s proposal 
be accepted. RSP needs to set out now for the local community the impact that it could have 
on us when RSP needs to implement proper PSZs – which houses with be subject to a CPO? 
Which areas of the local community will experience new planning restrictions? As yet, the 
public knows nothing about this aspect of RSP’s proposals. 

No climate change impact assessment 

RSP recognise that their plans will have a “likely significant” effect on global climate, but refuse 
to address the issue any further. RSP simply kick this particular can a little further down the 
road, promising to assess the impact in “greater detail” (i.e. any detail at all) in the 
Environmental Statement. 

“16.6.20 The overwhelming majority of airport GHG [greenhouse gas] emissions arise 

from aircraft activity. Aircraft activity will result in emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) from 

the combustion of fuel […] 

16.6.21 Given that the Proposed Development creates GHG emissions that contribute 

to climate change through its construction and operational phases, the effect upon the 
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global climate is considered likely significant. This approach is in-line with current 

guidance. This will be assessed in greater detail, with results communicated in the 

Environmental Statement.” 39 

The contribution of aircraft emissions to climate change is well-documented. But on this topic, 
RSP admits that it has not yet done the required work. RSP says that it has thought about the 
methodology. Again, the local community is being asked to take on trust RSP’s willingness 
and ability to carry out the necessary studies at some later stage. 

The non-technical summary (1.1.112) notes that a full assessment of climate-change impacts 
has not been completed and has been left for the ES. 

There are 10 important parameters that will determine the airport’s resilience to climate 
change. These are listed in the non-technical summary and in the PEIR (16.6.8) but RSP has 
not examined them. The non-technical summary also notes the need to assess the cumulative 
impact on the local environment of pollution from the proposed airport and externally-driven 
(that is, not airport-related) climate change. Again, this has not been done. The PEIR notes 
(16.6.14) that these cumulative effects on “all receptors that can be influenced by climate 
change are considered likely significant”, absent the climate change mitigations set out in 16.5. 
However, the phrase “where possible” occurs at several points in the latter – so there is no 
guarantee that these mitigations will be implemented in practice. 

The non-technical summary (1.1.116) notes that the emissions of green-house gases (GHGs) 
from both construction and development are “potentially significant”, but a full assessment 
remains to be done. 

Yet again RSP has failed in its duty to provide the public with the information we need to 
assess the developer’s proposals and arrive at an informed view. Yet again the developer has 
failed to assess the cumulative effects of its own proposal, as well as the cumulative effects 
of its proposals in the wider context of the local environment. Yet again RSP proposes to deal 
with these important issues to the local community when the application is being considered. 
The developer knows that the local community will not be consulted at that point as to the 
impact of the developer’s proposals. RSP really has done a very poor and partial job here. 

It is clearly unacceptable to defer or delay this assessment. The fact that RSP can submit this 
proposal for a “nationally significant” cargo hub without any assessment of the greenhouse 
gas effects is the clearest possible indicator of RSP’s negligent environmental attitude, and its 
failure to meet its obligations under the new directives. 

No adequate Air Quality Assessment 

Good air quality is one of the attractions of Thanet, for visitors and residents alike. Any 
negative impact could harm the tourist trade as well as residents’ health. 

It is a fact that, when the old airport was operational and handling a fraction of the ATMS that 
RSP forecasts, a strong odour of fuel was often produced in the locality, together with visible 
dark trails of pollution as aircraft landed over Ramsgate. In addition, dark spots (we assume 
of aircraft fuel) were found in gardens, on laundry on washing lines, on bodies of water, on 
garden furniture and on cars under the flight path. RSP’s assertions that there will be little or 
no impact on local air quality as a result of their plans for an airport more than ten times the 
size of what went before are at odds with our past experience. 

In the PEIR, RSP has failed once again to give local people a clear picture of the cumulative 
effect of its proposals. RSP treats the impact of pollution from aircraft and that from increased 

                                                
39  PEIR Vol II, Chapter 16 
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ground traffic (construction, freight HGV movements, fuel tankers etc.) separately. For 
example, the maps for NO2 (starting with Figure 6.11) exclude the latter sources of N02. This 
is unacceptable. 

In their table 6.3.7, PINS raises questions concerning potential air quality impacts from 
construction and from operation of the airport. RSP then asserts that these questions will be 
tackled in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). RSP gives no detail as 
to how these issues will be tackled. Once again, by coming to the consultation table so ill-
prepared, RSP is denying the local community the opportunity to be consulted on these 
important impacts on our health and well-being. 

In addition, we challenge the adequacy of the proposed monitoring arrangements. RSP says 
that the “previous airport operator funded TDC to operate a continuous monitor” and that RSP 
would do the same. However, the previous operation was an airport that was a fraction of the 
size of the operation that RSP proposes, and one that handled far fewer ATMs than RSP is 
proposing to do. 

RSP admits that there will be a “slight” impact in terms of increased levels of NO2 in several 
areas of Thanet. This includes areas in which levels are already “close to legal limits” as RSP 
says in its non-technical summary. However, what the public is not being told is what would 
be the cumulative impact of all the expected effects. 

No assessment of cumulative effects 

RSP says at 18.2.4: 

“…a cumulative effects assessment has not been included in the PEIR as it will be 

finalised on completion of all ES chapters.” 

RSP’s proposal is one that will have an effect on people living miles from the perimeter of the 
site. RSP’s proposal, if a DCO is awarded, will displace another major proposal, i.e. that of the 
legal landowner. That proposal is a significant proposal in its own right. If it is set aside to 
make way for RSP’s proposal, then the cumulative effects of the loss of one major project and 
the introduction of another, bigger, project, will have significant local impact on health, housing, 
employment, transport and quality of life. It is extraordinary that RSP is proposing not to 
consult the public about its cumulative effects assessment. This is deeply inadequate. 

At no place in its consultation has RSP acknowledged that the owners of the site of the failed 
airport at Manston have plans for the site themselves. At no point does RSP calculate the loss 
to the local community of the benefits that we would otherwise enjoy should the owners’ plans 
come to fruition. The owners, Stone Hill Park (SHP), have recently consulted on revisions that 
they have made to their planning application in the light of community feedback. The revised 
plan includes: 

• Homes for all stages of life 

o 3,700 homes with all the facilities to support them, including schools, nurseries, 
GP surgery, community hall, children’s playgrounds and sports facilities 

o Homes to buy, to rent (including affordable homes) and shared ownership 
homes 

o The development of a “lifetime community” of starter homes, family homes and 
retirement homes 

• Jobs and training opportunities 

o 46,000 sq. metres of employment floor space 
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o An advanced/hi-tech manufacturing park to complement Manston Business 
Park  

o Permanent and temporary construction jobs 
o Training opportunities including apprenticeships 
o An estimated 1,500-2,000 permanent jobs 

• Aviation Heritage attractions 

o A heritage airport comprising the re-use of the western part of the runway 
(1,199m) for heritage flights (vintage and classic aircraft) 

o Associated airport facilities (including aircraft hangars) 
o New museums relocated to a new location next to the runway and associated 

facilities including a café 
o Former airport buildings retained and converted to community uses 
o Remainder of the runway repurposed as a recreation facility 

• An East Kent Sports Village 

o Kent’s only 50 metre swimming pool 
o The South East’s only inland surf lake 
o Outdoor sports pitches 
o Hotel (120 beds) 

• A new Country Park 

o Acres of publicly accessible open space with parks, sports pitches and trim-
trails 

o Cycle paths and the restoration of ancient path and bridleways for public use 
o New woodland, grasslands and meadows 
o Allotments 
o New habitat creation to support biodiversity. 

These plans, if approved, have the potential to provide significant positives to the local 
community in terms of housing, employment, tourism, health and well-being, heritage assets, 
leisure facilities and quality of life. RSP has failed to offset the loss to the community of these 
positive outcomes against the claimed positive outcomes and clear negative outcomes of its 
own proposals. 

In addition, RSP’s omission of an assessment of the cumulative effects of its proposal leaves 
the community in ignorance of the impact of that proposal on us. This is deeply 
unsatisfactory. 

No proper assessment of archaeological remains and the impact of 
the proposal on them 

RSP says simply that it will find out during its development of the site whether there are 
archaeological remains of which the developer should be taking account. Again, RSP’s refusal 
to deal with this as part of the statutory consultation is denying the public an opportunity to be 
consulted on this issue. 

No clear assessment of the impact on employment 

In the NNF response to RSP’s 2017 consultation we criticise RSP on pages 15 and 16 for 
RSP’s knowing use of wildly inaccurate job creation estimates to make its proposals seem 
attractive to local people. In response to RSP’s 2018 consultation, we set out some of the 
fundamental flaws in RSP’s employment assessment in our critiques of the Azimuth and 
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Northpoint documents, and in our response to the 2017 consultation. Our criticisms are far-
reaching enough to render RSP’s job creation estimates wholly unreliable.  

Matters have not improved greatly since 2017. Having been pulled up by residents for 
knowingly putting misleading information in front of the public as part of the 2017 
consultation, claiming that 30,000 jobs would be created in East Kent, RSP issued a 
correction saying: 

“The end of this sentence should read: “creating almost 30,000 jobs within East Kent 

and the wider economy by the airport’s 20th year of operation’. 

By “the wider economy”, RSP means “somewhere on the planet”. 

In the 2018 consultation, RSP is now saying a variety of things about job creation. It is entirely 
unclear to the public which set of numbers RSP believes to be correct. On its consultation 
event banner, RSP said that its proposals would be: “creating almost 30,000 jobs within East 
Kent and the wider community by the airport’s 20th year of operation.” 

At 1.1.5 of the PEIR in 2018, RSP says: 

“Reopening Manston is predicted to bring 4,000 direct and 30,000 indirect jobs to the 

local economy by 2038.” 

It is misleading of RSP to quote potential jobs created somewhere, anywhere, on the planet 
as being in “the local economy” or in “East Kent and the wider community”, when oil workers 
on the other side of the globe are part of these figures. In 2017 RSP retracted its claim that it 
would create 30,000 jobs in East Kent. However, it is now saying that it will create 34,000 jobs 
in the local economy. RSP is shameless in its repeated attempts to gull the public over its job 
creation claims and its pretence that indirect jobs will all be local.  

We have a 2017 claim of 30,000 new jobs, initially all of them in East Kent and then grudgingly 
corrected to be somewhere on the planet, including East Kent. Now, in 2018, we have a claim 
of 34,000 direct and indirect jobs in the local economy. Which is it? RSP’s Dr Dixon is adamant 
that “wider economy” means “national” and that “local jobs in Thanet” means jobs that people 
from elsewhere could possibly commute to. This, of course, bears no relation to the way in 
which aviation consultants typically define indirect jobs. Local residents have no clarity 
whatsoever. 

RSP has not made a credible assessment of the housing implications of its proposals. The 
local authority, TDC, is in the process of writing a new Local Plan. That Plan covers the period 
to 2031. There is no allowance in that Plan for the housing need created by RSP’s claim in 
2018 of 34,000 new jobs being created in the local economy by 2038. RSP is inconsistent in 
its documentation as to how many of its estimated new jobs will be local and how many will 
not.  

At 13.9.7 RSP says that: 

“The jobs at the Airport can be met by a population which has appreciable spare capacity 

as a result of higher than average levels of unemployment,…” 

RSP suggests that “jobs at the airport” might amount to 12,000 jobs. We confess to being 
utterly confused as to which numbers to work with here given the inconsistencies strewn 
through RSP’s documents. We will stick with this 12,000 “jobs at the airport” figure for now. 
RSP’s Table 13.10 demonstrates that, on RSP’s own figures, 7,290 of the people who RSP 
says are available to work are in receipt of incapacity benefit and 360 are on income-related 
benefit. This suggests that these people are either unfit for work or are already in work. This, 
on RSP’s own numbers, leaves just 3,610 people available to work, leaving RSP having to 
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find an additional 8,390 people, even if it successfully employs every single unemployed 
person in Thanet. We submit that this is patently ridiculous. RSP says blithely that these 8,390 
people will be: 

“… ‘draw-back’ of a workforce currently commuting out of the area, and the possibility 

of increased participation rates as more people choose to re-enter the workforce to take 

up the opportunities created at the Airport. It is estimated that the demand for labour of 

approximately 12,000 jobs is almost exactly matched by the potential supply from these 

sources.” 

RSP has produced zero evidence to support these claims.  

This substantial gap between the number of local jobs that RSP asserts it will create and the 
number of people economically active in the area who are not currently in employment, has 
enormous implications for local housing supply. RSP has failed completely to deal with this 
issue.  

Worse than this, RSP fantasises that these 12,000 workers will not have any need for 
schooling, health services and recreation. Incredibly, RSP at 13.9.8 says of the population 
required for 12,000 new jobs: 

“Because the local population will not increase due to additional in-migration of new 

workers, there will not be additional pressures from a new burden on local community 

services such as schools, health and recreation. The impact on the housing market is 

also limited both because the expected workforce is already resident in the area and 

local authority plans indicate there is a substantial potential supply of land for housing 

development. There is also substantial potential supply of employment land. As a result, 

there are no impacts expected on the local communities from additional demand.”  

This claim is farcical. 

In addition, RSP has not mentioned the fact that, in the current draft Local Plan, 2,500 homes 
are allocated to the airport site. Not only has RSP failed completely to deal with the housing, 
education, transport, water, and health implications of the people needed for a supposed 
additional 12,000 jobs at the airport, it has then compounded the error by failing to deal with 
the need for an additional 2,500 homes that will be displaced from the Local Plan should the 
old airport site be allocated for aviation and not for housing. RSP needs to explain to the local 
community where all its additional workers “in the local economy” are going to be housed and 
where SHP’s displaced 2,500 homes will be built. Anti-housing feeling in Thanet has been 
whipped up to a fever pitch by airport supporters and by Sir Roger Gale. If some of those 
supporters learn the truth that RSP’s proposals will mean even more housing, all of it on green 
field sites (Thanet’s remaining brownfield sites are already spoken for), opinions will change 
swiftly. RSP needs to provide the community with clear information about the full impact of its 
proposal on in-migration, housing numbers, housing plots and local services.  

Of course, RSP has also failed to assess the employment offset implicit in its job creation 
estimates. The business case prepared by Dr Dixon makes it clear that RSP is expecting to 
attract business to a reopened Manston Airport from cargo operators who are currently using 
London airports and who, she says, are not getting priority attention. RSP claims too that a 
reopened Manston Airport will attract nearly half its cargo business from operators who would 
otherwise fly their cargo into Europe and then truck it to the UK from there. Nowhere does 
RSP calculate how many airport and HGV jobs will be lost in the UK if RSP’s plan ever comes 
to fruition. As we demonstrate conclusively in “No Room for Late Arrivals” the UK market for 
dedicated air freight is shrinking, not growing. This means that any jobs created by RSP will 
be jobs moved from elsewhere rather than jobs created to service new dedicated air freight 
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demand. RSP has completely failed to set out how many existing UK jobs RSPs plans would 
take from other locations and employers. 

RSP needs to produce one clear, consistent, set of jobs creation numbers that sets out clearly 
its estimate of how many jobs will be on site; how many might be local (say East Kent) and 
how many are indirect and induced fractions of jobs spread over the rest of the globe. From 
this RSP needs to deduct the number of jobs that will be lost elsewhere as a result of RSP’s 
proposals. RSP needs to deduct the jobs that would otherwise be created by SHP’s plans for 
their own site. RSP also needs to deduct the jobs that would be lost from the local tourist 
economy as a result of the significant increase in noise and air pollution in Ramsgate. Finally, 
RSP needs to set out clearly the housing implications of its claimed boost to local job creation. 
Without this, local people have no idea what they are being sold in terms of the possible 
employment upside of RSP’s proposals and no idea what it might cost them in terms of 
additional housing development on green field sites and additional demand for public services. 

No assessment of the impact on tourism  

RSP has failed to provide the local community with an assessment of the impact of its 
proposals on tourism. In 13.10.3 RSP says: 

“The operational effects of traffic and noise (surface and air) are the main factors 

affecting amenity related to tourism. The increase in surface traffic is small compared to 

existing flows and the levels of noise increase are small in comparison to existing levels 

at the most exposed locations which include the centre of Ramsgate, the port and the 

main beach (see Chapter 12). The slight rises expected due to aircraft noise is not 

expected to significantly affect tourism businesses in the urban area. Other beaches in 

Kent are expected to experience no equivalent effect of noise as the changes are 

minimal. As the magnitude and significance of health effects is the subject of ongoing 

work, no assessment is provided in this PEIR but will be provided in the ES.” 

RSP is being quite extraordinarily complacent here.  

We set out on page 38 of our response to RSP’s 2017 consultation the importance of the 
tourist economy to Thanet. In addition to this, Herne Bay (also under the flight path) is 
dependent on the tourist economy. All we have from RSP are anodyne statements that the 
“slight rise” in aircraft noise will make no difference to tourism businesses. RSP says at 1.1.90 
that: 

“The slight rises expected due to aircraft noise are not expected to affect tourism 

businesses in the urban area.” 

This has no credibility and was clearly written by someone who has never stood under the 
flight path in Ramsgate when it was operational and as a plane was landing or departing. Have 
a look at the photos in Fig 3 on p68 for a glimpse of the awful truth. 

RSP is deliberately ignoring recorded noise levels of over 100dB SEL in Ramsgate when the 
airport was operational. Residents under the flight path report that the noise created by landing 
and departing aircraft over the town was enough to stop conversation. A resident said to us 
during the 2018 consultation: 

“I was out in town with some visitors when a plane came in to land. It was so loud that 

one of my friends burst into tears. She thought the plane was going to crash, it was so 

low.” 

RSP is forgetting that planes landing over Ramsgate from the east cross the harbour at a 
height of just 289m and descend from there towards the runway. The noise of their descent is 
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intensified as the land rises from the coast towards the airport. The noise in central Ramsgate, 
a town full of single-glazed homes in the conservation area, from planes operating out of 
Manston is phenomenal.  

By pretending that the only measurement of noise that matters is the average noise level over 
16 hours, RSP is diverting attention from the reality. RSP has done no analysis on the impact 
on tourism of a cargo airport with 24 hour operations being inserted into an existing tourist 
destination. RSP has done no analysis of the impact on the tourist industry of planes producing 
noise of 90-100dBA going overhead day and night. Similarly, RSP makes no assessment of 
the impact of thousands of HGVs, fuel tankers and other road vehicles on tourism. It also fails 
to set out any impact from the increased pollution associated with proximity to an airport.  

This failure by RSP to complete a full assessment of the negative impact on tourism and to 
consult local people and businesses on the potential impact on their future livelihood and 
economy is a serious omission. We, the public, must be given better quality data that assesses 
the true impact of a new 24/7 cargo airport on a developing tourism economy.  

No accurate assessment of the impact on biodiversity 

At 7.1.1 RSP says: 

“Baseline information related to the site has been collected. However, due to a lack of 

access to the site during March to late August 2017, some assumptions with regard the 

baseline have been made. However, based on assumptions made when considering 

data gathered from the desk study, existing baseline survey results and using 

professional judgement, likely worst-case effects have been considered.” 

It is clear from this that RSP is presenting the public with desk research and partially-complete 
data from site visits. RSP says that “likely worst-case effects have been considered.” Our 
experience of RSP’s work to date does not allow us to share this breezy confidence. We think 
it important that the public be given enough data on the impact of RSP’s proposals on 
biodiversity to be able to take an informed view of the proposals as part of a consultation 
process. 

Limited landscape and visual impact assessment 

RSP has limited itself to looking at impacts within 5km of the site. It says at 11.3.2 that: 

“The study area has been selected with regard to previous experience of undertaking 

LVIAs for similar types of development…” 

It would be useful for RSP to spell out whether these “similar types of development” include 
introducing a cargo airport to an area. It is clear that the impact of heavy aircraft traffic will be 
felt a long way outside this 5km boundary. It is surprising that RSP has chosen such a small 
area to assess given the 23km of the straight line flight path as well as the addition of other 
flight swathes. RSP acknowledges as part of its suggested system of penalties for airline 
operators that aircraft may breach noise limits at a distance of 6.5km from the start of roll. 
There is no explanation for this inconsistency. 

In 11.6.5 RSP sets out a list of the kind of valuable landscapes that it is excluding from its 
assessment. Again, as RSP’s proposal is for an airport, it is irrational to exclude landscape 
areas that are important, that will be overflown, and that are not within 5km of the proposed 
airport. In so limiting its assessment, RSP is not taking note of this quote by the Landscape 
Institute which RSP itself quotes: 
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“An assessment of landscape effects deals with the effects of change and development 

on landscape as a resource. The concern ... is with how the proposal will affect the 

elements that make up the landscape, the aesthetic and perceptual aspects of the 

landscape and its distinctive character. ... The area of landscape that should be covered 

in assessing landscape effects should include the site itself and the full extent of the 

wider landscape around it which the Proposed Development may influence in a 

significant manner." 

RSP has yet to finalise and consult on design principles. It says at 11.5.4: 

“The Manston Airport Design Principles will accompany the DCO submission for the 

Proposed Development.”  

Again, this means that local people are not going to be consulted about this. 

We are unconvinced by the subjective qualitative assessment that RSP has made of the 
impact of its proposals on various landscape areas. As an example, at Table 11.25, RSP says 
of the Wantsum Channel that: 

“An increase in ATMs will result in more frequent disturbances to the high levels of 

tranquillity currently present within this LCA although these will still be intermittent and 

transient and unlikely to significantly alter the existing character.”  

It is this kind of assessment that casts serious doubt on the desk-based research here. We 
see no evidence that RSP is taking into account the cumulative effect of the number of planes 
every hour potentially overflying this tranquil area at a very low height. Having been in this 
area when the airport was operational, it is more accurate to say that even a very small number 
of ATMs at this low height have a significant negative impact on the overall tranquillity of the 
area.  

RSP’s assessment loses all credibility by the time that we reach Table 11.28. To say of 
Ramsgate:  

“therefore there will be an increase in numbers of visible and audible planes on a flight 

path over Ramsgate. Given the already low levels of tranquillity and high levels of 

movement within the urban areas, this landscape change would have limited effect on 

the baseline character of this LCA”  

demonstrates, as we have said previously, that this assessment has been carried out by 
someone who has never experienced what it is like to be in central Ramsgate and outdoors 
when a cargo plane comes in to land at Manston. The noise is extraordinary as is the vibration. 
To say that this will have an effect that is “Not Significant” demonstrates the fact that RSP’s 
assessment is a long way adrift of reality. We can provide video recordings of planes landing 
that will demonstrate this neatly.  

We do not understand why, in Chapter 11, the description of the impact of RSP’s proposals 
on chosen “residential receptors” focusses purely on the visual aspects. We simply do not 
have the time to probe this further but are troubled by the omission of aircraft noise in these 
assessments.  

No site lighting assessment 

RSP says at 11.1.17: 
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“A lighting assessment has yet to be completed for the Proposed Development. As such 

reference to night-time visual effects reported as part of the Viewpoint Assessment will 

be completed and presented as part of the ES.” 

Local residents have been asking for information about site lighting since the 2017 
consultation and have been given nothing. Again, it is unacceptable that members of the 
community living close to the airport are not being given the opportunity to comment on RSP’s 
plans here, particularly given the fact that night-time lighting of airports can be very intrusive. 
In addition, site lighting has the capacity to have negative impacts on wildlife, but we, the local 
community, are not being told what those impacts could be because RSP is choosing to 
consult before it has finished its homework. 

Incomplete traffic and transport assessment 

RSP says at 14.4.14: 

“It should be noted that the text in the tables below refers to other documents being 

prepared to support the DCO application, with particular reference to the TA. This 

document has not been submitted at this stage but is a significantly completed document 

which has informed this chapter, particularly the traffic flow generation and distribution 

methodology that is provided as Appendix 14.3. The junction assessment and mitigation 

identification work is ongoing: details of the TA impacts relative to the environmental 

assessment and other documents being prepared are set out in Table 14.8 later in this 

chapter.” 

In Table 14.3 RSP says: 

“To support the DCO application a TA, two Travel Plans (Airport Site and Northern Grass 

area), CTMP and PRoW Management Plan will also be prepared.” 

RSP has yet to assess the potential impact of hazardous loads.  

RSP accepts that it has yet to assess the impact of its proposals on major roads such as the 
M2, A2 and A20.  

On 31st January 2018, a spokesperson for the Road Haulage Association, talking about 
Operation Stack, said of the old airport site at Manston: 

“It’s a completely unsuitable location as the road network in that part of Kent is not 

geared up to accommodating hundreds of HGVs.” 40 

In Table 3.8 RSP estimates that the HGV movements associated with a cargo business of 
257,000 tonnes will total 38,072 HGVs a year in Year 20. It is unclear whether RSP has 
included in this number the many fuel tankers that it says that the airport will need every day. 
RSP’s estimated number of HGVs lacks all credibility. East Midlands Airport, handling 300,000 
tonnes of freight p.a., estimates that it has 500 HGVs a day, i.e. 182,500 HGV movements a 
year. These actual figures demonstrate that RSP is misleading the public when it estimates 
that a similar tonnage can be shifted in and out of Manston with 21% of the HGV traffic. RSP 
needs to rethink these numbers and tell the public exactly what this could mean for us, the 
local area and a road network that the Road Haulage Association says is not geared up for 
hundreds of HGVs. 

If, as it appears, RSP’s traffic estimate is a serious underestimate, then no weight can be 
placed on RSP’s air quality analysis. This is very serious and a topic about which local people 

                                                
40  RHA chief executive Richard Burnett, Kent Online 
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are understandably very concerned. It also has implications for RSP’ yet-to-be-completed 
assessment of cumulative effects. 

In short, yet again the local community is not being given enough or accurate 
information to enable us to understand the impact that RSP’s proposals might have to 
our day-to-day lives and our ability to go about our normal business.  

No clarity about RSP’s “experts” 

RSP says at 5.10.3 and 5.10.4: 

“The wider project team includes RPS who are undertaking the masterplanning for the 

airport as well as taking the lead on health impact assessment. In addition, a number of 

aviation specialists have been employed by the client to prepare numerous operations 

related studies including the business case and airport operations manual. 

The ES will contain a full list of the competent experts involved in each of the technical 

studies as well as their relevant qualifications and experience. For the purposes of this 

PEIR, the names of the main contributors are shown on the cover page.” 

It is a requirement of the 2017 Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations that RSP’s 
PEIR is prepared by competent experts. RSP’s PEIR lists 31 contributors to the preparation 
of the document. Their expertise is not set out.  

Failure to assess alternatives to the proposal 

We have commented on this in more detail in our document “No Room for Late Arrivals” from 
page 68. A potential Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) lies at the heart of RSP’s DCO 
application. RSP says that the CPO is needed to enable the applicant to develop a national 
cargo airport. RSP says that it wants to: 

“provide much needed additional air cargo capacity to the UK and also serve to relieve 

pressure from the other, already heavily congested London and South East airports.”41  

RSP has only considered one way of doing this, i.e. acquiring by CPO the land that was once 
Manston Airport at the very south-eastern tip of the UK. If providing additional airport capacity 
for the UK is the genuine aim, it is surprising that RSP has not engaged with the UK 
Government about the sale of its own surplus airports.  

It is clearly a “relevant consideration”, for example, that the Government owns a number of 
former airfields that are surplus to the requirements of the Ministry of Defence. At least one of 
those airfields – RAF Mildenhall – has a runway longer than Manston’s at 2,810 metres. It is 
described by the CAA as having “relatively low population density in the vicinity”. It is in Suffolk, 
between Huntingdon, Cambridge and Bury St Edmunds. It is much closer than Manston to the 
heart of the UK’s road network. It is well-placed as a potential future cargo airport, and it is for 
sale. Since writing “No Room for Late Arrivals” the American Air Force has delayed its 
departure from Mildenhall. However, if PINS and the Secretary of State are convinced (despite 
the overwhelming and consistent evidence that we have drawn from the CAA and the DfT of 
the shrinking demand for dedicated air freight in the UK) that there is a need for a new national 
cargo airport for the UK, then it is open to the Government to sell one of its own redundant 
airfields for this purpose.  

                                                
41  RSP Investment Corp LLC: Manston Airport DCO Scoping Report (Jun 2016) 
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Instead, RSP has limited itself to assessing “alternative sites for a dedicated air freight airport 
in the South East”. In our various critiques of RSP’s Azimuth volumes of work we comment in 
detail on the lack of evidence behind RSP’s assertions that: 

• there is growing demand for dedicated air freight in the UK at all 

• there is a need for a new UK dedicated freight airport 

• such an airport must be in the South East of England 

• Manston is therefore the only alternative.  

It is clear from the history of RSP’s involvement with the old airfield site at Manston that RSP 
started with the desire to acquire the Manston site (initially, in Mr Freudmann’s case, for 
housing) and that the company has since tried to justify this by saying that this acquisition is 
the only way of meeting an unmet (and completely unevidenced) demand for a new runway 
for dedicated air freight. This does not hold water. RSP has failed completely to identify and 
then assess alternative ways of meeting the demand that it says exists for more airport 
capacity for dedicated air freight. The developer started with Manston as a site that it wanted 
to acquire, and has developed its DCO case from that starting point, having been balked of 
the chance to obtain the site initially via a CPO using the powers of TDC.  

No proper assessment of the impact of the proposals on heritage 
and culture 

RSP has severely limited the scope of its assessment. RSP says at 9.3.2: 

“The study area has been defined as follows:  

• a 1km radius around the site of the Proposed Development (as requested by the 

planning inspectorate (PINS) and in agreement with Kent County Council (KCC; 

Table 9.3). The area excludes a boundary amendment to include the pipeline 

towards Pegwell Bay which is intended for reuse with no intrusive works or visible 

infrastructure, see Figure 9.1); and  

• additional data collected on significant sites beyond the 1km study area as 

identified in consultation with KCC (see Table 9.4).” 

The proposed study area means that the town of Ramsgate is almost completely scoped out 
of the PEIR and therefore is not included in RSP’s consultation with the public when it comes 
to the impact of a 24/7 cargo airport on heritage and cultural assets. This is hard to credit. 
Ramsgate is a town with a significant conservation area and a large number of listed buildings. 
It is a Heritage Action Zone – something which seems to have passed RSP by. RSP implicitly 
acknowledges that physical harm can be done to buildings in Ramsgate by virtue of being 
overflown by low-flying aircraft – it has produced a Wake Turbulence Policy to account for this. 
In contrast, there is no mention of damage to roofs caused by overflying in Chapter 9 of RSP’s 
PEIR, the chapter that deals with the impact on heritage and cultural assets. RSP’s Mr 
Freudmann will know that low-flying planes to and from Manston caused damage to Ramsgate 
roofs. Indeed, the airport settled claims for compensation for such events during his time as 
the MD there. It is surprising, therefore, that RSP is scoping out of the PEIR any possibility 
that there could be an impact on the heritage assets of Ramsgate as a result of RSP’s project.  

RSP is also well aware – through Mr Freudmann’s years of exposure at an operational 
Manston – of residents’ complaints of noise levels up to and in excess of 100dB SEL over 
Ramsgate. Of course, noise at this kind of level will have a disproportionate impact on heritage 
assets in the town for which the introduction of double-glazing is forbidden. 



NNF 2018 consultation response  p39 of 76 

English Heritage is clear about the ways in which aviation might have an impact on heritage 
assets.42 It says that noise can have an impact by: 

• Disrupting the fabric of the heritage asset i.e. physical damage 

• Disturbing persons using the heritage asset 

• Altering the character and setting of a heritage asset so that its significance is 
appreciably affected. 

RSP’s proposals have the potential to cause physical damage to Ramsgate’s heritage assets. 
RSP’s proposals have the potential to disturb people using the heritage assets. RSP’s 
proposals have the potential negatively to affect the significance of Ramsgate’s heritage 
assets. RSP has completely failed to grapple with the damage to Ramsgate and its cultural 
and heritage assets in its impact assessment. We deduce from this that RSP has little or no 
knowledge of Ramsgate and its many listed buildings.  

In its research into the potential noise impacts of aviation noise, English Heritage defined N60 
as the number of flights where the maximum noise level exceeds 60 decibels at a particular 
location. English Heritage said that 60 dB “is likely to cause speech interference outdoors”. 
English Heritage made it clear that this metric to measure potential disturbance refers to “the 
number of flights exceeding the outdoor noise levels of 60dB LAmax.” 43 RSP seems to have 
interpreted the metric as 60dB LAeq. There is a significant difference between the two 
measurements. RSP’s assessment of the potential impact on heritage and cultural 
assets is therefore fundamentally flawed and must be redone.  

No proper assessment of the socio-economic impacts of the 
proposals 

At 13.1.4 RSP says: 

“The socio-economic effects of the proposed development are, in some cases 

dependent on the findings of interrelated topics which at the time of writing had not been 

fully completed and are not therefore reported in this chapter.” 

This is a quite extraordinary gap in the information that RSP is putting before the public. 
Without a clear explanation of the socio-economic impacts – positive and negative – 
associated with RSP’s proposals, the local community cannot reach an informed view as to 
whether RSP’s proposals have any merit. We do not understand how RSP can expect to meet 
its obligation to consult the local community before submitting a DCO application when it has 
failed completely to set out clearly and fully the anticipated socio-economic effect of its plans.  

As a small example of one likely socio-economic impact of RSP’s proposals on the local 
community, at 12.9.58 RSP admits that its proposals will have “significant adverse effects” on 
a number of local schools. Again, this is hidden away in the PEIR. This is a matter of critical 
importance to parents, and to the future of our local economy. It should be brought clearly to 
the attention of the local community.  

The effects of noise on the cognitive development of children are well-researched and well-
known. The study of the impact of aviation noise on children near Munich airport concluded 
that there was “a very strong empirical foundation for the conclusion that cognitive tests […] 
are particularly sensitive to noise”. In particular, effects not present where there was no aircraft 

                                                
42  Aviation Noise Metric - Research on the Potential Noise Impacts on the Historic Environment by 

Proposals for Airport Expansion in England, Project No. 6865 Final Report - 2014 
43  Aviation Noise Metric - Research on the Potential Noise Impacts on the Historic Environment by 

Proposals for Airport Expansion in England, Project No. 6865 Final Report - 2014 
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noise were observed when aircraft noise intruded, and vice-versa. In a nutshell, aircraft noise 
impairs aspects of children’s cognitive development.  

No mention of the significant effect of this proposal on our children and their education is made 
in the non-technical summary. There is no recognition that the adverse effect on the ability of 
our children to learn will inevitably feed through into the future health of our local economy. 
We know that, when the airport was operational, 97dB SEL and over was regularly recorded 
by the noise monitor on Clarendon School. It is extraordinary that RSP thinks that it can consult 
adequately on the impact of its proposals without drawing to the attention of the local 
community the impact on the ability of our children to learn.  

We look forward with sinking heart to yet another round of consultation at some future stage 
when RSP has finally completed its homework.  
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RSP’s proposed night flight regime 

Night flights not drawn to the attention of the community 

This is the third round of consultation. This is the first time that RSP has said in its 
documentation (it is still saying otherwise at presentations and at consultation events) that it 
intends to have night flights. On this subject RSP has been dishonest. It was in early 2017, 
months before the 2017 consultation, that RSP told the CAA that it wanted night flights. 
However, RSP did not spell out for the public as part of the 2017 consultation that it wanted 
night flights. We commented in our response to RSP’s 2017 consultation the degree to which 
RSP has sought to persuade the public over the years that there will be no, or very few, night 
flights.  

In this 2018 consultation there is still no clear night flight section set out clearly for the public 
in RSP’s documentation. The information is tucked away in, and spread between, a number 
of documents. 

Night flights are not mentioned anywhere in RSP’s document “An introduction to the 
consultation”. 

Night flights are not mentioned anywhere in RSP’s “Non-technical summary”. 

Night flights are not mentioned anywhere in RSP’s feedback form. 

From talking to local residents we know that, of those people who were able to overcome the 
technical issues to access RSP’s online documents, most of them have only read the 
Introduction to the consultation. Fewer people have read the Non-Technical Summary. A 
significant number of people have not even read one of these two documents. Only a handful 
have read the Noise Mitigation Plan and the thousands of pages of the PEIR. This means that 
the majority of people talking to us do not even know that RSP’s proposals include night flights 
and a night noise regime. 

It is deeply inadequate of RSP not to alert the local community in the simplest and shortest 
overview documents to the developer’s plans for night flights and the significant impact that 
those flights will have on the health, well-being and quality of life of those under the flight path. 
Night flights will be one of the most negative impacts of the redeveloped airport on individuals 
and on the community. In our view this failure to draw attention to the proposal for a destructive 
night flight regime renders this consultation by RSP inadequate and invalid. 

It is clear from responses made by local residents to No Night Flights and from conversations 
on social media that the local community has no idea what a night noise budget of 6,000 QC 
points could actually mean in terms of the number of night flights to which people might be 
subjected.  

RSP clearly accepts that it has fallen short in its obligation to give the community the clear 
environmental information that we need to enable us to reach an informed view about RSP’s 
proposals. RSP’s Mr Tony Freudmann, in a presentation to airport supporters on 11th 

February 2018 (i.e. during this current consultation), said:  

“We have to model the impact of some night flights. […] I have to say in relation to the 

consultation events there were a number of people [who] said there [was] some 

illogicality of what we were doing. And so of it on what we said was going into more 

flights than what we were saying we were going to commission more night flights. We’ve 

looked at that and yes we’ve given that wrong impression so we are going away and 
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looking at that again. That’s one of things that’s actually happening this week. We’ve got 

a team of people coming in to consider that.” 

RSP clearly accepts that it has fallen short in its obligation to give the community the clear 
environmental information that we need to enable us to reach an informed view about RSP’s 
proposals. RSP’s Mr Tony Freudmann, in a presentation to airport supporters on 11th 
February 2018 (i.e. during this current consultation), said: 

 “We have to model the impact of some night flights. […] I have to say in relation to the 

consultation events there were a number of people [who] said there [was] some 

illogicality of what we were doing. And so of it on what we said was going into more 

flights than what we were saying we were going to commission more night flights. We’ve 

looked at that and yes we’ve given that wrong impression so we are going away and 

looking at that again. That’s one of things that’s actually happening this week. We’ve got 

a team of people coming in to consider that.” 

A Quota Count system that would allow an unlimited number of night 
flights 

RSP’s Noise Mitigation Plan includes its proposals for how it intends to manage night flights. 
RSP proposes a Quota Count (QC) system as its sole management tool for night flights. RSP 
does not propose any limit on the number of ATMs during the night, making RSP’s night flight 
regime entirely open-ended in favour of the developer. 

RSP’s QC system is as follows: 

• RSP’s proposed Quota Count system is for 4,000 QC points plus another 2,000 QC 
points, making a total of 6,000 QC points a year 

• RSP’s proposed system sets out a range of QC ratings from Exempt to QC16. RSP 
counts aircraft whose noise data is rated under 84EPNdB as exempt. Such aircraft 
are therefore not counted in any way in RSP’s proposed night noise regime 

• RSP suggests that no aircraft will be allowed to take off (scheduled or not, we 
assume, but this is not clear) or be scheduled to land unless it has provided the 
information that would allow RSP to know its QC rating 

• RSP suggests a Night Quota period from 2300 to 0600. No passenger planes will be 
scheduled in this period. It is not clear whether unscheduled passenger planes would 
be free to arrive and depart in this period. The night quota period will have a budget 
of 4,000 QC points 

• RSP suggests that part of the night – 0600 to 0700 – will be usable by scheduled 
passenger planes at an annual QC budget of 2,000 

• Aircraft rated from Exempt up to and including QC4 will be allowed to arrive and 
depart at any time of night.  

A slippery definition of day and night 

RSP says that normal operating hours for passenger flights will be 0700 to 2300. It then 
contradicts this by saying that passenger flights will also be scheduled between 0600 and 
0700. Normal operating hours for passenger flights are actually therefore planned to operate 
between 0600 and 2300. 

RSP says that: 
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“Air freight operations will be predominantly during the daytime, 06.00 to 23.00, in 

accordance with operations at other similar air freight airports. There may be a 

requirement for night-time flights, the details of which will be determined as part of the 

on-going project design, taking account of feedback from the Statutory Consultation, and 

presented with the DCO and assessed within the ES. Freight night flights (between 2300 

and 0600) will be restricted by quota count which will be set following public consultation 

on the draft Noise Mitigation Plan.” 

It is well-known that, in aviation, “night” is 2300 to 0700 and “day” is 0700 to 2300. It is 
underhand of RSP to say that freight operations will be during the daytime, and then say that 
that includes 0600 to 0700, and that passenger flights will be during the daytime, apart from 
those scheduled between 0600 and 0700. 0600 to 0700 is part of the night. It is this kind of 
sharp dealing that misleads the public into thinking that there will be no night flights when, in 
fact, what RSP is doing is introducing its own definition of night and day. 

RSP does not set out which are the “similar air freight airports” which operate predominantly 
from 0600 to 2300. We set out clearly in our document “No Room for Late Arrivals” the fact 
that 55% of dedicated cargo movements at East Midlands in 2015 were night flights. 42% of 
the cargo ATMs in European airspace are night flights.44 RSP is ignoring the facts when it 
implies that dedicated air freight in Europe and in the UK is a daytime activity.  

Reliant on out-of-date research and on the wrong metric 

In its PEIR report, RSP continues to rely on the work of Basner in 2004 to support its contention 
that we all wake up eighteen times a night anyway, and so the introduction of up to eighteen 
flights a night over the local community will not make the situation worse. At 12.8.75 RSP 
says: 

“This ‘awakening’ metric is informed by emerging best practice and research into aircraft 

induced sleep disturbance,…” 

It is extraordinary that RSP continues to rely in its PEIR on this piece of work carried out by 
Basner. The field study for Basner’s work was carried out between 2001 and 2002. The World 
Health Organisation’s night noise guidelines of 2009 postdate this work and the WHO is now 
working on an update to those guidelines. In addition, Basner’s work focussed primarily on 
sleep arousal. It had little to offer on the subject of the damage that night noise from aviation 
causes to human health whether or not that night noise wakes us.  

We note that Basner commented in his report of his study that: 

“This illustrates the fact that LAeq criteria are not suitable for an adequate description of 

the effects of nocturnal aircraft noise on sleep.” 

Interestingly, RSP has chosen to ignore this element of Basner’s findings. RSP is relying on 
LAeq as the metric by which it is modelling the effect of night noise. RSP has failed to produce 
a night noise contour that shows the SEL. This is unacceptable. It is not the average noise 
across an eight hour period that wakes someone, it is the noise created by each separate 
noise event. As an example, if we average out the noise of an alarm clock over an eight hour 
period, it is extremely quiet and unlikely to wake someone. However, the single event of that 
alarm clock going off significantly outstrips the average noise and will wake someone, exactly 
as it is designed to do.  

In our response to the 2017 consultation we produced some of the SEL contours for the 747-
400. It is this kind of contour that local people need to see if they are to understand whether 

                                                
44  No Room for Late Arrivals – pages 47 and 48 
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or not they might be disturbed by night flights. RSP has failed to provide the public with the 
necessary information that it needs to reach “an informed view” of RSP’s proposals. 

We say more about LAeq and its (in)appropriateness as a metric by which to assess the noise 
experienced by residents in our section on noise later in this submission – see From bad to 
worse: LAeq on p53.  

A night flight regime that ignores current Government thinking 

RSP’s proposal is far, far worse than the night flight regime in operation at Manston airport 
when it was open between 1999 and 2014. It is far worse than the night flight regime that the 
airport operator, Infratil, suggested for Manston in 2009 while the airport was operational. That 
application was rejected by TDC as being unacceptable because it would have had too 
negative an impact on the local community. In addition, RSP’s proposed scheme ignores the 
direction of current Government thinking on night flights and their impact on local people. The 
best description that we can think of for RSP’s night flight proposal is that it is an unacceptable 
throwback and completely out of step with today’s understanding of the negative impact that 
night noise from aviation inevitably has on community health and quality of life.  

In July 2017 the Government published its new night noise regime for Heathrow, Stansted and 
Gatwick.45 This regime will be in place until 2022. If successful in its DCO application, RSP 
suggests that its new cargo airport on the old Manston site could be operational by 2021. The 
Government’s thinking as set out in its new regime is therefore a relevant consideration for 
any proposal for night flights at a reopened Manston. By the time that Manston reopens (if it 
ever does), we expect the Government to be consulting on the next regime for Heathrow, 
Stansted and Gatwick. Given the debate about the negative impact of aviation, especially night 
noise, on local communities we expect the 2022-2027 regime to be tougher than the current 
one. Despite this, RSP’s proposed night flight scheme is far worse than the previous regime 
at Heathrow – the one that the Government has just replaced. 

The Government said that its objective for the 2017-2022 regime was to:  

“Limit or reduce the number of people significantly affected by aircraft noise at night, 

including through encouraging the use of quieter aircraft, while maintaining the existing 

benefits of night flights.”  

The Government made it clear that part of its rationale for not coming down harder on night 
flights in the 2017-2022 regime was the fact that capacity is severely constrained at Heathrow 
and will be until the new runway is operational. It also made clear that it had expectations 
about; 

“the specific requirements that the applicant for a new Northwest runway will need to 

meet to gain development consent - including the government's expectation of a ban 

of six and a half hours on scheduled night flights.” [our emphasis].  

We see no reason why a redeveloped airport at Manston should have unlimited night flights 
when the Government is pursuing a six and a half hour night flight ban at minimum at 
Heathrow. 

RSP boasts consistently that, unlike Heathrow, there will be no capacity constraints at a 
reopened Manston. If this is the case then there is no rationale for extending to RSP greater 

                                                
45  Department for Transport - Night flight restrictions at Heathrow, Gatwick and Stansted. Decision 

document 



NNF 2018 consultation response  p45 of 76 

flexibility to have scheduled and unscheduled night flights than the Government is prepared 
to extend to an extremely constrained Heathrow.  

The Government made clear its readiness to bear down much more severely on night flights 
as and when additional capacity comes online at Heathrow. It is a reasonable assumption, 
then, that the Government will seek to continue to reduce the number and the impact of night 
flights at the airports that it regulates. This is a clear expression of Government policy based 
on its recent research. It is also clear that the Government recognises the toll that night flights 
take on a local community and that it wishes to give people a clear six and a half hour night 
noise curfew at minimum. 

As part of the new regime, the Government decided to:  

“introduce changes to the quota count system to ensure communities living around 

airports were protected from a potentially unlimited number of aircraft that would 

otherwise be exempt from the restrictions.” [our emphasis].  

The Government decided that from October 2018, it would introduce a new QC category for 
aircraft from 81 to 83.9 EPNdB. It also decided that aircraft quieter than this would continue to 
count towards the airports' movement limits and remain QC/0. The Government said:  

“As our consultation documents explained, while these are quieter than other aircraft 

operating at these airports, they still produce noise levels that the World Health 

Organisation found could be associated with sleep disturbance.” [our emphasis]. 

The Government was clear that all ATMs (bar a very few specialist aircraft such as those 
checking ILS equipment), including light prop movements, should count towards an airport’s 
overall limit on night ATMs. The Government said:  

“the government does not believe it is proportionate to devise a separate classification 

system, but we do want to ensure these aircraft are treated consistently under the 

restrictions. We have therefore decided that while these aircraft should count towards 

the movement limits under the restrictions, they should remain exempt from the QC limits 

and be classified as QC/0.” 

The Government said that it would measure progress towards its environmental objective of 
reducing the number of people who are affected by aviation noise at night against a number 
of criteria:  

• The area of and number of people in the 48dB LAeq 6.5hr night noise contour. The 
Government said: “This is a different measure to that used for the current regime, but 
reflects increased evidence about the impacts of lower noise levels on sleep 
disturbance and health” 

• The average QC per aircraft movement  

• The total number of movements in the night quota period. The Government said: 
“[we] also continue to believe counting all aircraft towards an airport's movement limit 
is the correct approach. As explained within our consultation document and impact 
assessment, these aircraft can still expose affected communities to noise levels that 
the WHO identify as being capable of causing sleep disturbance. It is therefore right 
that they are treated in a proportionate way to other aircraft.” “Ensuring that these 
quieter movements still count towards an airports movement limits however will 
increase transparency for local communities about the maximum number of flights 
and amount of noise they can expect to be exposed to.” 
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The Government will also be measuring the health impacts associated with night noise down 
to 45dB LAeq 6.5hr, which is consistent with the WHO’s Methodological guidance for estimating 
the burden of disease from environmental noise. 

It is the Government’s view then, that: 

• There should be fewer people exposed to night noise from aviation, not more 

• New evidence has revealed that lower levels of aviation noise than once thought can 
have a negative impact on sleep and on health 

• Communities should be clear about the maximum number of night flights to which 
they might be subjected 

• A new QC category of 0.125 for aircraft from 81 to 83.9 EPNdB should be introduced 

• Aircraft quieter than this, including light prop aircraft, should be rated as QC0 and 
should also be counted as part of an airport’s night time ATM limit 

• The average QC per flight is an important metric and that airport operators should 
seek to reduce this as part of the drive to reduce the negative impacts on local people 
of night flights. 

RSP’s proposed night flight regime scores miserably against the Government’s declaration in 
2017 of what is acceptable: 

• It has no ATM limit whatsoever. The local community has no idea how many night 
flights will be imposed on them within a QC budget of 6,000. There is no transparency 

• It ignores completely the Government’s introduction of a new QC rating of 0.125. It is 
really surprising that RSP is ignoring a brand new QC classification completely 

• It ignores the Government’s decision that aircraft rated QC0 and light prop planes 
should still be counted as part of the night noise regime and that they should all count 
towards an airport’s night ATM limit 

• It is using 55dB LAeq despite the Government’s move to 48dB LAeq. It ignores the 
Government’s recognition of 45dB LAeq 6.5hr as a useful metric. 

A night flight regime that falls far short of the WHO’s guidelines 

In its report to TDC in 2010 about Infratil’s application for night flights at Manston, Bureau 
Veritas quoted the World Health Organisation’s “Night Noise Guidelines for Europe – 2009” 
as follows: 

“For the primary prevention of subclinical adverse health effects related to night noise in 

the population, it is recommended that the population should not be exposed to 

night noise levels greater than 40 dB of Lnight,outside during the part of the night 

when most people are in bed. The LOAEL of night noise, 40 dB Lnight,outside, can 

be considered a health-based limit value of the night noise guidelines (NNG) necessary 

to protect the public, including most of the vulnerable groups such as children, the 

chronically ill and the elderly, from the adverse health effects of night noise.” [our 

emphasis]. 

RSP says at 12.8.45 that 55dB LAeq, 8hr is consistent with the advice presented by the WHO 
in its 2009 Night Noise Guidelines as being the noise level at which significant adverse effects 
can be observed. However, RSP fails to set out the WHO’s advice above, which is that “the 
population should not be exposed to night noise levels greater than 40 dB of Lnight, outside”. 
RSP’s night noise contours at Figure 12.5 and 12.7 in Volume III of the PEIR show a 
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considerable area of Ramsgate inside the 40dB night contour as well as a number of villages. 
It is clear from this that RSP’s proposals for night flights would be in direct contradiction to the 
WHO’s advice. 

RSP says at 12.9.64: 

“The 40 dB LAeq,8hr night-time LOAEL contour in Year 20 (Figure 12.7) extends 

approximately 8 km to the west and 10km to the east of the Proposed Development. 

This therefore encompasses the communities of St Nicholas at Wade, Minster, Cliffsend, 

Manston, Pegwell Bay and Ramsgate. These communities will potentially be impacted 

by increased aircraft noise in the night time.” 

RSP says at 12.9.52: 

“In Year 2, 10,512 dwellings are forecast to be exposed to aircraft noise levels 

above the night time LOAEL of 40 dB LAeq,8hr, while in Year 20 16,465 dwellings 

are forecast to be exposed to noise levels in excess of the night time LOAEL.” 

We reiterate here that the WHO says that people should not be exposed during the normal 
definition of night to noise levels of over 40dB. RSP’s proposals will inflict that and more on 
16,465 homes, an estimated 40,000 people at minimum. Nothing will be done to protect 
these tens of thousands of people. RSP says that a maximum of 225 dwellings will be eligible 
for sound insulation in Year 20.  

RSP says at 12.9.56: 

“In Year 20 approximately 10,139 dwellings are forecast to be exposed to maximum 

noise levels in excess of 80 dB LASmax at night.” 

Nothing will be done for the tens of thousands of people in these homes. This really does need 
to be repeated – 10,139 homes and tens of thousands of people will experience night 
flights at a noise level of 80dB and more, and RSP will do absolutely nothing to mitigate 
against this.  

This very significant night noise disturbance for tens of thousands of people is NOT 
spelled out clearly to the public as part of this consultation. This is grossly 
irresponsible and dishonest. 

RSP is using a home-brewed metric distilled from the 2001-2002 research by Basner to skip 
away from its responsibilities to the local community. RSP interprets Basner’s work as saying 
that in essence that a minimum of 18 noise events a night has zero impact on sleep 
disturbance. RSP then asserts that it will have no more than eight night flights in any one night. 
According therefore to RSP’s unique metric, this means that people living in 10,139 homes 
and experiencing repeated events of noise levels of over 80 dB LASmax at night will be given 
no protection whatsoever by RSP because they are experiencing 80dB LASmax a night 
“only” eight times a night. This is a quite flagrant attempt by RSP to twist the truth of the 
situation and to avoid meeting its responsibilities. The “eighteen noise events a night” metric 
is NOT part of the UK Government’s approach and is NOT part of the WHO’s approach. It 
really does demonstrate RSP’s determination to operate at night at the significant expense of 
tens of thousands of people in the local community, and with scant regard for the impact on 
our health and well-being.  

RSP’s wriggling here ignores the reality experienced when the airport was operational. The 
airport then had very few night flights a year, and never as many as eight a night, let alone 
eighteen. However, minutes of the airport’s Consultative Committee always included 
complaints from residents about every single one of these rare night flights. RSP’s Mr 
Freudmann knows this as he attended many of the Committee’s meetings. It is ludicrous to 
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pretend that night flights will bother nobody as long as there are fewer than eighteen a night, 
and an insult to the intelligence and the past experience of local people.  

RSP says at 12.8.74 that, in dwellings without noise insulation, the noise of planes coming 
and going will only be considered to give rise to significant adverse effects if the absolute noise 
level is 90dB SEL and the average number of noise events in the night at this level is already 
at least eighteen. This would be laughable if it were not so chilling. This demonstrates 
conclusively that RSP has no intention of abiding by the WHO’s guidelines and that it has little 
or no regard for the impact of its operations on the health and well-being of the local 
community. 

At a consultation event this year, Toby Gibbs, one of RSP’s key environmental experts said 
that “there will be little or no impact on the environment or humans” of RSP’s proposals. In the 
light of what we have found hidden in RSP’s Noise Mitigation Plan, this is breathtakingly 
inaccurate.  

The local community is being led up the garden path by RSP when it comes to the noise that 
RSP expects us to endure from night flights. The local community is in ignorance of RSP’s 
assessment of the night noise impact on us of RSP’s plans. Given RSP’s deliberate attempts 
to avoid telling the community what RSP’s proposals could mean for us it is clear that this 
statutory consultation by RSP falls a very long way short of being adequate. It cannot be right 
that tens of thousands of people will be subjected to night noise events of over 80dB and 90dB 
many times a night and that the developer has failed to bring this to the attention of those 
people as part of this consultation. The community simply does not have the information it 
needs to arrive at an “informed view” about RSP’s proposals and their impact.  

A night flight regime worse than that at Heathrow 

As we have said, there is no mention anywhere in the RSP’s Introduction Document of night 
flights. Indeed, there is no mention of the annual number of flights proposed for RSP’s project 
at all. 

There is no mention anywhere in the Non-Technical Summary of night flights. Indeed, there is 
no mention of the annual number of flights proposed for RSP’s project at all. 

There is no mention anywhere in the Noise Mitigation Plan of the proposed number of night 
flights. Indeed, there is no mention of the annual number of flights proposed for RSP’s project 
at all. 

In short, RSP has done nothing to set out for the local community in an accessible and readily 
understandable way what its plans would mean for us in terms of the number of night flights 
to which we could be subjected and their impact on our everyday lives. 

To demonstrate what might be inflicted on the local population, we have compared the night 
flight regime at a number of UK airports. 

• In the year to March 2017, with a QC “spend” of 2,645 (just 44% of the budget that 
RSP wants), Luton had 7,450 night flights between 2330 and 0600 – that’s more 
than 20 flights a night on average. Luton’s QC budget is 3,500 

• In the year to 27 March 2016, with a QC “spend” of 5,741 (96% of the budget that 
RSP wants), Heathrow had 5,498 night flights between 2330 and 0600 – that’s more 
than 15 flights a night on average. Heathrow’s QC budget has been reduced to 
5,150 from October 2018  
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• In the summer of 2016, with a QC “spend” of 4,913 (82% of the budget that RSP 
wants) Gatwick had 11,303 night flights – that’s nearly 31 flights a night on 
average 

• On those numbers, with a QC budget of 6,000, RSP could inflict on the local 
population almost 38 flights a night on average rated QC 0.25 and above, as well as 
an unlimited number of flights every night made up of planes with a QC rating of less 
than QC0.25. And, as the Government accepts, these planes of QC0.25 and below: 
“still produce noise levels that the World Health Organisation found could be 
associated with sleep disturbance.” 

Nowhere in RSP’s documentation does it set out for the public what this worst case really 
could be. Nowhere does it make it clear to the local community that RSP wants the freedom 
to have dozens of flights a night.  

Nowhere does RSP clarify for the public that its idiosyncratic use of Basner’s work would 
suggest, if RSP were running Heathrow, that Heathrow’s current night flight regime would not 
attract insulation for affected properties. By this we mean that Heathrow has on average 15 
night flights a night and RSP is claiming that anything fewer than 18 has no impact on the local 
community. We would love to see the response from the thousands of people who live near 
Heathrow if this ludicrous suggestion were made to them. 

It would appear that RSP is hoping to have a significant proportion of its annual ATMs at night 
rather than during the day. It is difficult to gather the data to allow us to produce precise 
comparisons, but we offer the following reasonable approximations of the percentage of flights 
that are night flights at two of the airports mentioned above: 

• At Heathrow, for 2016, 1.2% of its flights were night flights 46 

• At Stansted, for 2016, 5.8% of its flights were night flights 47. 

It is difficult for us to produce a comparable figure for RSP’s proposed redevelopment of 
Manston as so little clear information has been given about night flights. Dr Dixon produces a 
Year 20 total (day and night) ATM forecast for Manston of 26,469 ATMs. This is a fraction of 
the total ATMs recorded in 2016 for Heathrow (474,963 48) and Stansted (180,430 49). Our 
guess using the examples set out above (and it can only be that as RSP has not set out clearly 
any limits) as to how 6,000 QC points could translate into night flights at Manston suggests a 
possible 13,870 night flights a year 50 at Manston (plus an unlimited number of night flights by 
planes rated QC0.125 and QC0). This would equate to a whopping 52% of the total 
forecast ATMs for the redeveloped airport being night flights. It is clear from this that what 
RSP wants to do, at the expense of the local population, is to allow itself the freedom to 
develop a night airport should it decide to do so. If this is the case, then RSP needs to come 
clean and spell this out for the local community.  

So far, we have been told repeatedly that RSP does not need and will not have night flights. 
Even at the consultation events in January 2018 when challenged on this point, RSP’s 
representatives said variously that there was no intention to have any night flights; or that there 
would be a maximum of eight flights a night; or that they had to put night flights into the model 
solely to satisfy PINS. If RSP has no intention of having any night flights it is hard to understand 

                                                
46  2016 total flights as recorded by the CAA divided by number of night flights in the year to 27 

March 2016 as recorded in Heathrow’s noise report  
47  2016 total flights as recorded by the CAA divided by number of night flights in 2016 as recorded 

by Stop Stansted Expansion 
48  2016 – source CAA 
49  2016 – source CAA 
50  The 38 flights a night arrived at above x 365 nights a year  
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why RSP’s Noise Mitigation Plan sets out a regime that would allow the airport to have more 
night flights than day flights. 

A simple solution for RSP given the developer’s insistence that it neither wants nor needs 
night flights apart from the ability to accommodate a rare late arrival is to offer the community 
a cast-iron guarantee that there will be no scheduled night flights between 2300 and 0700; 
that any airline that has to land during that period will be subjected to punitive fines of such a 
level that it will discourage repetition; and that any aircraft that does come in unscheduled 
during the night will not be allowed to depart until after 0700. RSP’s entire business case is 
that the UK is craving the capacity for additional daytime dedicated air cargo ATMs. If that is 
genuinely RSP’s case, then airline operators will fall over themselves to comply with a strict 
night flight curfew at Manston.  

A night flight regime that would allow noisier planes than are 
permitted at Heathrow 

In addition to the significant flexibility that RSP wishes to retain over its night operations, at 
the expense of clarity for the local population about what we could be subjected to and with 
significant negative impact on our health and on the future quality of life, RSP proposes that it 
be allowed to schedule QC4 planes during the night. In an era in which the Government 
expresses concern that planes rated QC0 and QC0.125 “still expose affected communities to 
noise levels that the WHO identify as being capable of causing sleep disturbance” it is 
extraordinary that RSP should suggest that it be allowed to schedule planes at night that are 
many times noisier than this and that are deemed too noisy to be scheduled at night at 
Heathrow and other UK airports near centres of population. In November 2007, at a meeting 
of the old airport’s Consultative Committee, Thanet District Council made it clear that QC4 
night flights “had been considered by TDC in 2000 to be appropriate but this was no longer 
the case.” RSP’s night noise proposals are a blast from the past, and not in a good way. 

It is a matter of record that in 2010 Bureau Veritas, independent noise experts, calculated that 
the population within the 85 dB(A) SEL contour that would be affected by a flight departure to 
the east of Manston would be: “up to 30903 [people] for the Boeing 747-400.” A Boeing 747-
400 is rated QC4 on departure. It is absolutely and completely unacceptable that RSP should 
propose a night flight regime that allows it to schedule QC4 planes that would disturb up to 
30,903 people for every departure to the east. This suggestion by RSP makes it 
unambiguously clear that RSP is prepared to have little or no regard for the impact of its plans 
on tens of thousands of local people.  

A night flight regime that is worse than night flight regimes already 
rejected by TDC 

In 2009 the then airport operator, Infratil, applied to TDC for permission to have scheduled 
night flights. Infratil suggested a QC total for the airport of 1,995 – less than a third of the 6,000 
QC points being suggested by RSP nine years later. Infratil suggested that this QC total would 
mean an average of 7.7 flights a night. TDC commissioned independent noise experts, Bureau 
Veritas, to assess the impact of Infratil’s proposals on the community. In November 2010, 
Bureau Veritas submitted its report. Bureau Veritas concluded that: 

“Even with this in place51, it is BV’s view is that the predicted number of people likely to 

be exposed to significant levels of average night-time noise is not sufficiently justified by 

the number of passengers and freight activity that are forecast to benefit from the 

                                                
51  “This” being a sound insulation scheme for residents whose dwellings would be exposed to 57 

dB LAeq,8h or more. 
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proposals. This is on the basis that the number of people likely to be impacted by 

night noise at MSE, normalised with respect to the annual passenger throughput, 

is greater than that at each of the designated London airports, 

BV considers that there is a good case for seeking a lower annual quota limit than the 

1995 proposed. Alternative lower limits have been proposed for consideration which 

would place MSE in line with the quota limits at other airports. At the designated London 

airports, the quota limit is accompanied by a movement limit and it would be good 

practice to include a movement limit in any quota count regime established at 

MSE. Introducing this measure and lowering the quota count limit would mean that the 

control system would take effect at a lower level of noise impact, thus limiting 

disturbance to a lower level. 

In order to reduce noise impact on nearby residents due to individual aircraft 

movements, BV would recommend that bedrooms of dwellings predicted to be 

exposed to 90 dB(A) SEL or more are also included in the sound insulation 

scheme. 

BV suggests an additional control to protect residents from noise impact during the 

whole night-time period, i.e. including the evening and morning shoulder-periods when 

the majority of night-flights are to occur. Imposing a suitable area limit for the 48 dB 

LAeq,8h night noise contour would be an appropriate means for controlling this.” 

[our emphasis throughout] 

This makes it clear that, even in 2010, RSP’s 2018 night flight proposal would have been 
deemed wholly unacceptable by Bureau Veritas and therefore by TDC, because; 

• It proposes a QC limit of 6,000 where Bureau Veritas thought that 1,995 QC points 
was unacceptable 

• It has no ATM limit 

• It is not proposing insulation for dwellings that would suffer 90dB(A) SEL unless they 
experience these noise events 18 times a night at least 

• It gives the developer the freedom to operate a night airport with a greater negative 
impact on the community than the scheme put forward by Infratil would have 
delivered. Of that much smaller night flight scheme Bureau Veritas said:  

“On the basis of the forecasts, however, MSE is showing a greater normalised 

disbenefit to that of Heathrow in terms of dwellings exposed to 54 dB LAeq,8h. In 

fact, the predicted number of people exposed to this level of noise at MSE is over 

double the number that were exposed to noise at Stansted and at Gatwick airports 

which cater for 10-15 times the number of passengers.”  

A toothless system of penalties 

RSPs’ proposed system for fining airline operators that do not abide by the night flight regime 
is, frankly, insulting. RSP proposes that any departing aircraft at night that exceeds 82dB 
LASmax at the noise monitoring terminal 6.5km away from the start of roll will be fined £750 
and a further £150 for each decibel above that. In contrast, aircraft operators at Heathrow are 
fined £4,000 for each decibel in excess of the limit. RSP’s Mr Freudmann has run Manston 
Airport before. Even in the year 2000, when the local Council had no experience of regulating 
airport operations, the system of fines agreed with the Council was stricter than the regime 
that RSP is suggesting now. In 2000 the fine for exceeding the agreed decibel level was an 
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initial £500 with an additional £500 being levied for every additional decibel above the agreed 
limit.  

Our previous experience of Manston Airport, in Mr Freudmann’s time and afterwards, is that 
some of the cargo operators attracted to the airport were from the bottom end of the market – 
one operator was subsequently banned by the EU for safety reasons. It would appear that 
RSP is keen to develop a “night flight friendly” airport with few restrictions or penalties. This 
is unacceptable. 

We have already commented on the local community’s consistent rejection of any suggestion 
that scheduled night flights should be permitted at Manston. We know that RSP’s Dr Dixon 
has relied on out of date polling in the first volume of her suite of Azimuth reports to suggest 
otherwise. However, the most recent public survey of the local community’s view of night 
flights is TDC’s public consultation of 2012. In that consultation, the biggest consultation that 
TDC had ever carried out:  

• 73% of residents were opposed to night flights 

• 74% of Thanet residents were opposed to night flights 

• 89% of residents living under the flight path were opposed to night flights. 

RSP says at 12.9.45 that  

“The assessment of aircraft noise has assumed embedded mitigation as described in 

Section 12.7.” 

We have no idea what this means. If it means that RSP is showing noise contours that assume 
insulation in 225 homes then RSP needs to spell this out for the local community and to set 
out what precedent it is following for this approach.  
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Noise Nuisance, Day and Night 

The proposed cargo hub at Manston will inevitably introduce new sources of noise pollution, 
and significantly increase others.  

The airport itself will contribute to the noise pollution through “ground noise” – the operation of 
the freight warehousing, fuel tankers, arriving and departing freight HGVs, taxiing aircraft, 
dismantling of aircraft, and the comings and goings of airport staff, plane crews and business 
park tenants. (The impact of the increase in HGVs on local roads is more properly addressed 
as a strategic traffic issue.) 

The greatest blight for the greatest number of local people will be as a result of the “air noise” 
from Air Traffic Movements (ATMs). RSP is under an obligation to tell us, clearly, how much 
air noise we can expect. As RSP points out in its own PEIR: 

“Schedule 4 of the 2017 Regulations requires the Environmental Impact Assessment 

(EIA), amongst other things, the following issues to be addressed: 

“[…] an estimate, by type and quantity, of expected residues and emissions 

(such as water, air, soil and subsoil pollution, noise, vibration, light, heat, radiation 

and quantities and types of waste produced during the construction and operation 

phases.” 52 [our bold] 

Air noise from Air Traffic Movements is always one of the most contentious and problematic 
aspects of running any airport operation. This consultation is RSP’s chance to present 
residents with clear answers to our obvious and immediate concerns about ATMs, e.g. how 
many, how loud, how often, when and where.  

RSP has failed to make clear how much air noise we can expect.  

Decibels aren’t a great metric 

Sound is a complex and subtle phenomenon, and decibels (dBs) are a crude and simplistic 
way of measuring just one aspect of sound – the loudness. Decibels use the energy in the 
sound waves as an indicator of how loud the sound is. Decibels are measured on a logarithmic 
scale, unlike most other things in our daily lives. This is very confusing for the layperson 
who typically has no understanding of how much louder a 50dB event is than a 40 dB event. 
Worse still, decibels take no account of the note, pitch, or quality of the sound – 80dB of 
fingernails on blackboard is treated as if it were the same as 80dB of birdsong.  

Crude, unfamiliar, technically complex and undiscriminating, decibels are an uncertain and 
sometimes misleading indicator of what we hear. Decibels are not a good metric for explaining 
to non-technical residents what level of noise we will experience. 

From bad to worse: LAeq 

Now let’s take all that invisible sound energy that we measured on a logarithmic scale and 
average it out over 8 or 16 hours as a way of measuring what level of noise the community 
might be exposed to. Is that clear and readily understood? No, not at all, but unfortunately this 
is the basis of the two units called LAeq, 8h and LAeq, 16h respectively the night and day measures 
of Equivalent Continuous Sound Level, defined as:  

                                                
52  PEIR Volume II, section 3.1 Requirements under the EIA Guidelines 
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“the hypothetical steady state sound level that, over a given period of time, contains the 

same sound energy as the fluctuating sound over the same time period.” 53 

The Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) says: 

“Critics of LAeq,16h argue that: 

• it is difficult to comprehend, being on a logarithmic scale, 

• an equivalent continuous level is not consistent with people’s perception of aircraft 
noise as a number of discrete, noticeable events” 54 

With the introduction of LAeq we have been catapulted from the world of crude, unfamiliar 
decibels into the “hypothetical steady state sound level” of LAeq, and the key word here is, of 
course, “hypothetical”.  

LAeq is RSP’s chosen unit, by which it seeks to explain to us, the local community, the 
level of noise nuisance we will experience, despite (or perhaps because of) its 
incomprehensibility. 

It may be mathematically convenient to even out all the noise from 8 or 16 hours into a 
statistically uniform hum, but for most people it is an ungraspable concept, possibly because 
this meaningless statistical abstraction never happens in real life. An LAeq number may be 
correctly calculated and statistically valid, but it is of little or no use to the general population. 
It does not reflect the reality we experience. 

Let’s take a simple and very clear illustration of how misleading LAeq is – an alarm clock. For 
most of the 8 hours of night, it’s effectively silent, but then it registers 80dB for however many 
seconds the awakened sleeper takes to find and silence it. The total sound energy from the 
alarm clock, averaged out over 8 hours, would give it a very low LAeq, 8hr reading. If the sleeper 
heard that very low level of average alarm clock noise, it would not wake him or her up. 
However, the single noise event when the alarm goes off will wake the sleeper, as it designed 
to do. This is as clear an illustration as you could wish for that LAeq is not a meaningful indicator 
of noise nuisance. 

Averaging out the noise of 26,000 flights a year will produce a relatively low LAeq number. 
However, this will in no way reflect the impact of each of those separate flights on someone 
under the flight path who is overflown dozens of times in a day. As an example, if Concorde 
were still in service, one Concorde flight going over every four hours is the LAeq equivalent of 
four hours’ of non-stop noise from Boeing 757s flying overhead at a rate of one every two 
minutes. One Concorde and 120 757s going over do not equate to the same noise experience 
to whoever is under the flight path. It is not sustainable for RSP to attempt to rely on LAeq as a 
sole measure of the noise nuisance that its proposals will inflict on local residents. It certainly 
is not sustainable for RSP to claim that LAeq forecasts give the local community a clear idea of 
what is being proposed and its likely impact on us. 

This cannot be over-emphasised – LAeq misleads the public. It portrays a situation that is 
hard to envisage, and will never occur. In the “though the looking-glass world” of uniform 
sound energy, the LAeq contour says that there’s very little nuisance. RSP’s contours for high 
sound levels are small and centred on the airport – see Fig. 2 on page 67. In reality, the 
contours are large, and extend out from either end of the runway, over towns and villages, as 
shown in Fig. 1 on page 67. RSP forgets that we have lived through fifteen years of commercial 
operations at the airport. The average noise of the small number of flights that operated then 
would have been very small. However, what residents experienced was the actual noise of 
747-400s arriving and departing, giving rise to thousands of complaints a year about noise. 

                                                
53  CAA CAP 1506, Survey of noise attitudes 2014: Aircraft (Feb 2017), p69 
54  CAA CAP 1506, Survey of noise attitudes 2014: Aircraft (Feb 2017), p5 para 1.5 
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Those complaints came from residents in the very west of Herne Bay and the very east of 
Ramsgate, areas completely untouched by RSP’s theoretical average noise contours. This 
demonstrates clearly that LAeq does not capture the real noise nuisance experienced by the 
local population. 

Even at Heathrow, an airport with almost half a million flights a year, there is growing 
acceptance that LAeq does not accurately reflect the noise experienced by those under the 
flight paths. We comment on this in our response to the 2017 consultation. RSP plans a 
fraction of that number of flights for Manston, about 5 to 6% of the number of flights at 
Heathrow. Averaging out that very small number of flights across a 16 hour and an 8 hour 
period and then saying that this reflects the actual noise that we will experience is clearly 
nonsense.  

Fleet Mix and the mythical “Medium” aircraft 

One of RSP’s mistakes is to coarsen or compromise data to the point of uselessness. Its 
aircraft noise maps are a stark illustration. 

RSP has produced a list of all aircraft and their QC ratings.55 RSP lists the aircraft the 
developer expects at Manston56 which have QC ratings ranging from 0 to 4. Does RSP then 
produce noise maps for each of these aircraft, or even just the noisiest? No, that would be far 
too helpful. 

What RSP does instead – totally inexplicably and without any rationale or justification – is to 
merge this disparate range of aircraft into a single, generic, and totally mythical “medium” 
aircraft. This is deceitful.  

The impact of the noisier aircraft is diluted by the quieter aircraft to the extent that the overall 
package doesn’t appear to present a problem. The noise impact of a QC4-rated 747-400 is 
hidden in the hypothetical “medium” aircraft’s QC rating of 0.63, the average of the “likely” 
aircraft. This means that RSP is presenting the public with noise contours that measure the 
average noise produced over a 16 or 8 hour period by an average of all the planes that might 
operate at Manston. These contours will, of course, significantly under-represent the impact 
of noisier aircraft such as the workhorse of air cargo, the Boeing 747-400. This is deceitful 
and does not begin to explain to residents what will be heard and how many people will 
hear it when a cargo plane arrives or departs. We need to see the noise contour maps for 
the single event noise level for the noisiest planes. Only that way will the local community 
understand who is forecast to experience this noise nuisance. 

RSP’s Sound Maps are Unsound 

RSP continues to mislead the public with its sound maps57 in which RSP takes its recently 
invented but meaningless “medium” aircraft, and then creates a series of LAeq sound contours, 
centred on Manston, intended to reflect the noise impact of the activity of these hypothetical 
“medium” aircraft. 

We have to ask – what possible use could these maps be to anyone, ever? The noise effects 
of a non-existent aircraft, mapped using incomprehensible units. These maps are of no use to 
the public as an indicator of future noise nuisance. These maps bear no relation to the noise 
nuisance actually experienced by the community when the airport was operational. RSP is 

                                                
55  Noise Mitigation Plan, p10 
56  PEIR Vol I, Chapter 3, p3-25 
57  PEIR Vol III, Figures, 12.4, 12.5, 12.6, 12.7 
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seeking to avoid this truth. However, these maps are of great use to RSP in deflecting real 
concerns about noise. 

The most useful noise contour map, the one that shows the actual noise footprint of a single 
cargo plane arriving or departing at night, is missing.  

Impact of Night Noise Nuisance 

RSP provides bland assurances in the Overview: 

“Once operational, in the opening year up to 115 residential dwellings are forecast to be 

exposed to significant annoyance and disturbance as a result of aircraft noise. In year 

20, when aircraft operations are at maximum capacity, up to 225 residential dwellings 

are forecast to be exposed to significant annoyance, disturbance and sleep disturbance 

as a result of aircraft noise. These properties will qualify for noise insulation under the 

proposed noise insulation scheme. The noise insulation scheme will reduce noise inside 

all dwellings such that it does not reach a level where it will significantly affect residents. 

However adverse impacts would remain in external areas such as gardens.” 58 

However, digging deeper in RSP’s own documentation reveals a different story. This is what 
RSP should be telling us, loud and clear, not leaving it tucked away in three pages of 
Chapter 12 of Volume II. 

“The number of aircraft movements increases rapidly between Year 2 and Year 20 and 

therefore the extents of the Year 20 contour are much greater than the Year 2.  

In Year 2, 4,852 dwellings are forecast to be exposed to aircraft noise levels above the 

daytime LOAEL of 50 dB LAeq,16hr, while in Year 20 13,046 dwellings are forecast to be 

exposed to noise levels in excess of the daytime LOAEL.  

In Year 2, 10,512 dwellings are forecast to be exposed to aircraft noise levels above 

the night time LOAEL of 40 dB LAeq,8hr, while in Year 20 16,465 dwellings are forecast 

to be exposed to noise levels in excess of the night time LOAEL.” 59 [our bold] 

Where in RSP’s documentation is the map that shows the extent of this growing blight on the 
surrounding community? It is non-existent. 

“In Year 2 approximately 11,356 dwellings are forecast to be exposed to maximum 

noise levels in excess of 80 dB LASmax at night. In Year 20 approximately 10,139 

dwellings are forecast to be exposed to maximum noise levels in excess of 80 dB LASmax 

at night.  

For residential receptors with no specific form of noise insulation, operational noise is 

considered to give rise to significant adverse effects if there is an absolute noise level 

of at least 80 dB LASmax and the average number of noise events during the night 

above this level is already at least 18.” 60 [our bold] 

“Even at maximum capacity only 8 night flights are forecast…” 61 

                                                
58  2018 Non-Technical Summary of PEIR, p15 para 1.1.80 
59  2018 PEIR Volume II, Chapter 12 Noise & Vibration, p12-44 para 12.9.52 
60  2018 PEIR Volume II, Chapter 12 Noise & Vibration, p12-44 para 12.9.56 
61  2018 PEIR Volume II, Chapter 12 Noise & Vibration, p12-44 para 12.9.56 
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So, if RSP’s forecasts are correct and there are only 8 night flights, it will be logically impossible 
for RSP to break the threshold of 18 flights a night that RSP pretends would constitute the 
lowest level of night noise nuisance perceived by the community. 

“Considering that the impact is permanent and that a large number of dwellings within 

the communities are subject to moderate to major adverse impacts, significant adverse 

effects have been identified at the communities of Ramsgate, Pegwell Bay and 

Manston as a result of the Proposed Development. The effect would be characterised 

as a perceived change in quality of life for occupants of buildings in these communities 

or a perceived change in the acoustic character of shared open spaces within these 

communities during the daytime.” 62 [our bold] 

“Considering that the impact is permanent and that a large number of dwellings within 

the communities are subject to moderate to major adverse impacts, significant adverse 

effects have been identified at the communities of Ramsgate, Manston, [St 

Nicholas at] Wade and West Stourmouth as a result of the proposed development. 

The effect would be characterised as a perceived change in quality of life for occupants 

of buildings in these communities or a perceived change in the acoustic character of 

shared open spaces within these communities during the night time.” 63 [our bold] 

RSP continually strives to downplay or obscure the noise impacts of their proposals. The 
reality, based on experience and research, is that there will be significant noise nuisance for 
tens of thousands of people. 

Many years ago, when working for another employer, Tony Freudmann was MD at Manston 
Airport. In that capacity, he attended many meetings of the Manston Airport Consultative 
Committee (MACC). We have the minutes from years of MACC (later KIACC) meetings, many 
attended by Tony Freudmann, where the regular agenda item of noise complaints was 
enumerated, tabulated and discussed. Tony Freudmann is well aware of the extent of the 
noise nuisance at Manston, from his own first-hand experience during his time at Manston. 

In 2010, No Night Flights drew a map to illustrate the extent and distribution of reported aircraft 
night noise disturbance. Herne Bay and Ramsgate, the two centres of population that lie 
directly under the approach paths, stand out as hot-spots. 

 

Night noise nuisance (red flags) along the flight path (blue line). 

Bear in mind that this historical pattern of reported noise nuisance, minuted at MACC (and 
later KIACC) and mapped above, comes from a time when Manston was handling an average 
of 500 freighter ATMs a year. The NSIP criterion is 10,000 additional freighter ATMs. RSP is 

                                                
62  2018 PEIR Volume II, Chapter 12 Noise & Vibration, p12-49 para 12.9.68 
63  2018 PEIR Volume II, Chapter 12 Noise & Vibration, p12-49 para 12.9.70 
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forecasting 17,000 freighter ATMs. It is clear that there will inevitably be significant noise 
nuisance to a large number of people along the flight paths. To suggest otherwise is dishonest. 

In 2010, the consultancy Bureau Veritas (BV) was commissioned by TDC to report on the 
night noise impacts of an application for an annual noise budget of less than 2,000 QC points. 
BV concluded that the cost to the local population outweighed any benefits: 

8.0.3 Even with this [QC system] in place, it is BV’s view is that the predicted number of 

people likely to be exposed to significant levels of average night-time noise is not 

sufficiently justified by the number of passengers and freight activity that are forecast to 

benefit from the proposals. 64 

It is worth noting that BV managed to produce noise footprint maps for the most commonly 
used freighters. These showed sound contours measured not in LAeq, but in the far more 
realistic dB(A) SEL. A set of maps for one aircraft, the Boeing 747-400, is shown on pages 
75 and 76. These give a far more realistic picture of the noise nuisance actually suffered by 
residents. RSP has produced no such maps. RSP is not providing the local community with 
the information we need to reach an informed view of these proposals. 

Where are the Monitors? 

“10 Aircraft noise monitoring 

10.1 Permanent fixed noise monitoring terminals will be located under each of the 

aircraft departure flight paths at a distance of 6.5km from the start of take-off roll.” 65 

                                                
64  Bureau Veritas, Manston Airport Night Noise Assessment Review (Nov 2010) 

65  Noise Mitigation Plan, p4 
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Superimposed on RSP’s map above are two circles of 6.5km radius, the red circle is centred 
on the western end of the runway, the green circle on the eastern end. Where these lines 
intersect with the departure routes indicates the rough position of the monitors. 

At the western end, the monitor would appear to be next to the St Nicholas roundabout by St 
Nicholas at Wade. At the eastern end, the monitor would appear to be on the harbour arm, if 
not in the sea. Neither site is a suitable or sensible place for a sound monitor. Indeed, previous 
operators accepted that there would need to be more than two monitors. In addition, monitors 
were placed in locations where a significant noise would be experienced, i.e. within the 
residential areas of Ramsgate. 

Short on Answers 

RSP has not answered the obvious questions (e.g. how many, how often, how loud, where 
and when) clearly, or at all in some cases. With a bit of detective work, however, it’s possible 
to identify some key facts in the 3,900-page haystack of consultation documentation. 

The first stumbling block to answering any basic questions about RSP’s proposal is there’s no 
clear indication of fleet mix. RSP provides a mixed list of 24 aircraft types likely to use Manston, 
but that’s not enough – we need numbers or percentages. Without the missing numbers, we 
cannot have a clear indication of how many of each aircraft will be overhead, and therefore 
how much air noise there will be. 

How many? 

The short answer is: “as many as RSP likes”. RSP is forecasting huge numbers of ATMs. 
RSP makes forecasts, but sets no ceilings or upper limits for ATMs – by day or by night. 
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In practice, the upper limit will be set by the capacity of the local infrastructure. RSP says that 
it will build 23 stands. RSP told Dover District Council that a stand could take five arrivals and 
five departures a day. This suggests that the airport’s capacity would be 83,950 ATMs a year. 
This is more than three times the number of flights that RSP says it will operate by year 20. 
Does RSP plan to grow the airport to 83,950 ATMs? The local community has no way of 
knowing.  

The night noise QC system places an annual limit on QC points, but tells us nothing about 
how many night flights there will be. Night noise regulations should encourage the airport 
operator get the most from their annual QC allowance by encouraging quieter aircraft, which 
would mean more aircraft movements. The QC system places an annual limit on QC points, 
but says nothing about how many flights. It certainly places no upper limit on the number of 
night flights that RSP could allow. 

How often? 

The short answer is: “as often as RSP likes”. There is no mention anywhere in RSP’s 
documentation of limiting the frequency of ATMs for any reason other than safety 
considerations or capacity constraints.  

In practice, the upper limit will be set by the capacity of the local infrastructure.  

How loud? 

The short answer is: “QC4, any time day or night, and noisier aircraft by day”. RSP 
proposes a QC-based night noise management system. The Quota Count scheme only 
applies at night. The very noisiest aircraft are excluded (QC8 and QC16) from the night period. 
There’s a list of the 24 “different aircraft types likely to operate at Manston”.66 This can be 
painstakingly cross-referenced with a scarcely readable table 67 to find the corresponding QC 
rating (not all the aircraft are listed). The aircraft on the list that do have a matching QC rating 
range from QC0 to QC16. However, this information is useless without knowing which aircraft 
we will actually be getting. Will QC4 aircraft be the norm, or will they be infrequent? We have 
no way of telling. 

 

Table 1 RSP's "likely" aircraft, that are then somehow averaged into a "medium" aircraft for modelling 
purposes. 

Aircraft Type  
IATA 
Code 

ICAO 
AAC 

Max Landing 
Weight 

[tonnes] 

QC Rating 
on 

arrival 

QC Rating 
on 

departure 

Airbus A319 319 C 63 0.25 0.50 

Airbus A319 neo 319 C 64 0.25 0.50 

Airbus A320 neo 320 C 67 0.25 0.50 

Airbus A320-100 320 C 66 0.50 1.00 

Airbus A330-200 332 E 180 0.50 2.00 

Antonov An-124-100M A4F E 330 2.00 16.00 

ATR 72-600 AT7 C 22 0.25 0.25 

Boeing 737 MAX 8 7M9 C 74 not found not found 

                                                
66  PEIR Volume I Chapter 3, p3-25, Table 3.6 at para 3.3.219 
67  Noise Mitigation Plan, Appendix 1 Part Two 
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Boeing 737 MAX 8 7M8 C 69 not found not found 

Boeing 737-800 73H C 65 0.50 1.00 

Boeing 737-900 73Y C 66 0.50 1.00 

Boeing 747-400 744 E 296 2.00 4.00 

Boeing 747-800 748 E 306 not found not found 

Boeing 757-200 752 D 90 0.50 1.00 

Boeing 757-300 753 D 102 0.25 1.00 

Boeing 767-300ER 76V D 136 0.50 1.00 

Boeing 767-400ER 6Y D 159 0.50 2.00 

Boeing 777F 77X E 261 not found not found 

Boeing 787-8 788 E 172 0.50 0.50 

Boeing 787-9 789 E 193 0.25 0.50 

Boeing C-17 Globemaster III C17 D 203 not found not found 

Fokker 70 F70 C 37 0.00 0.25 

Ilyushin IL-86 IL7 D 175 2.00 8.00 

Lockheed Hercules LOH D 70 0.50 2.00 

average    0.63 2.26 
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Where? 

The short answer is: “probably much the same routes as before”. This is a key piece of 
information that we need to know with a high degree of certainty in order to make sense of 
this proposal. RSP has provided maps with indicative lines and swathes of colour showing 
possible approach and departure routes. At the consultations, RSP has made clear that it will 
be negotiating with the CAA regarding routes, which will be of the new super-precise 
Performance Based Navigation procedure (PBN) type. RSP seems to set a lot of store by 
these negotiations as being a means of designing in some important noise mitigation into the 
airport’s routes. 

The reality for the residents is that the new routes will be pretty much the same as the old 
routes. The approach paths will still be long straight lines – RSP’s own (formerly employed by 
the CAA) flight paths advisor told us that the straight line could be reduced to 8 miles, as 
compared to the current 10 miles. Thus there would be no change – aircraft would still 
approach Manston directly across Ramsgate and Herne Bay. The departure routes will still 
“turn right” after take-off, to avoid built-up areas – more successfully on departures to the west 
than the east. 

There is the possibility that the CAA will allow a new approach protocol that allows the aircraft 
to stay higher for longer – this might make a marginal difference at the western end of Herne 
Bay, but there is no certainty about this and no information as to what this might mean in 
reality. 

RSP has consistently ducked questions about flight paths, deferring or deflecting them on the 
basis of its developing consultation with the CAA. This is, at best, disingenuous. The routes 
are a foregone conclusion, with a limited scope for fine-tuning. 

When? 

The short answer is: “whenever RSP likes”. There are no restrictions on the 16 hours of day 
operation. RSP is applying for a night operations licence from the CAA. RSP is asking for a 
night noise quota budget of 6,000 (Heathrow’s is 5,150). RSP’s proposal says the airport will 
be staffed 24 hours a day, in three shifts. The proposed Manston cargo hub will be a non-stop 
operation. Anything up to and including QC4 will be able to arrive and depart at any time day 
or night. Noisier aircraft will be allowed to fly at any time during the day. 
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The Civil Aviation Authority licence 

In February 2017 RSP applied to the CAA for an aerodrome licence for Manston (despite 
neither owning the site nor having permission from the owners to apply for a licence). 

As part of this 2018 consultation, at paragraph 1.2 of the PEIR RSP says: 

“Similarly to the 2017 consultation, this consultation also forms part of RiverOak’s initial 

engagement on the design of airspace and procedures associated with the airport. As 

such it is a further opportunity for members of the community to highlight any factors 

which they believe RiverOak should take into account during that design phase. Having 

taken all such factors into account, the subsequent proposals for flightpaths and 

airspace will be subject to a separate round of consultation once the DCO application 

has been made.” 

It is hard to see how the 2017 consultation can aid RSP in any way with its consultation around 
a new CAA licence, given RSP’s inconsistent replies about flight paths in 2017. We comment 
on this in our response to the 2017 consultation at pages 15 and 16, saying (among other 
comments): 

“At the consultation events RSP gave inconsistent answers to questions from the public 

about flight paths, saying variously: 

• The flight paths had not been determined 

• The flight paths would in essence be the old flight paths 

• RSP could only show potential ‘flight swathes’ 

• The flight paths for a fully-loaded cargo plane would be as they were before, i.e. a 
10-mile straight line approach to the centreline of the runway over either Ramsgate 
or Herne Bay 

• The flight paths would be different 

• When pressed, Dr Sally Dixon agreed that given the orientation of the runway and 
the overriding default being pilot consideration of prevailing weather conditions and 
safety, the flight paths would be very significantly what they always were – namely 
over Ramsgate and Herne Bay. 

People at the Ramsgate consultation were told that the flight paths were going to be 

altered so that almost all of them were over Herne Bay. People at the Herne Bay 

consultation were told that the flights would be altered so that they would be over the 

land between Herne Bay and Ramsgate. Others were told the flight paths would be 

altered so that they would be over Wingham and Preston.” 

And: 

“This is all the more troubling when, buried at the back of volume IV of RSP’s PEIR there 

are four flight paths shown. These are the flight paths that existed before (minus the 

path that came north from the Dover beacon and then turned over Canterbury). These 

flight paths should have been put front and centre of all RSP’s documentation and 

consultation events. Too many people have left various events and presentations 

believing that RSP’s a cargo airport at Manston will not affect them in any way. 

It is a fatal flaw of this public consultation not to be able to spell out clearly to people 

whether or not they would be under a flight path. Aircraft noise is widely accepted, 
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including by the UK Government, to be the negative impact associated with aviation and 

with airports. RSP has failed to tell people transparently whether or not they would 

experience aircraft noise as a result of the operation of a new cargo airport at Manston.” 

It is clear from the minutes of meetings between the CAA and RSP, obtained this year by a 
local resident by means of a Freedom of Information Act request, that RSP is seeking to 
shorten the CAA consultation process by using its 2017 consultation as part of the CAA 
process. We note the CAA’s response to this tactic on 18th May 2017 when it said: 

“It was also suggested that elements of the DCO process could be used to satisfy the 

early stages of the revised ACP [Airspace Change Process]; the CAA accepted this in 

principle but stressed that such activities must be clearly identified as both “DCO 

Consultation” and “ACP Engagement”. 

Decision: 

RSP would ensure that any DCO activities that may be employed as part of the 

subsequent ACP would be clearly identified to the public” 

Given the complete lack of clarity about flight paths from RSP during the 2017 consultation, it 
is clear that that consultation cannot serve as part of the consultation that RSP will need to 
carry out when it comes to the appropriate time to apply to the CAA for a licence. In addition, 
RSP has failed to identify clearly to the public that it thinks that it is already consulting as part 
of the CAA consultation process. RSP is not in a position to use either the 2017 or the 2018 
consultation as part of its ACP consultation process.  

We are troubled by the CAA’s willingness to bend the rules for RSP to allow RSP to start the 
application process for a licence. On 16th January 2017 the CAA wrote to ROIC (not RSP) 
saying: 

“Technically, as detailed in the aerodrome regulation at ADP.OR.B015 (b)(6), Riveroak 

does not meet the condition necessary to apply for a certificate. However, knowing their 

plans to acquire the aerodrome and the timescales required to do this and then to 

achieve certification (together with the necessary airspace elements), the CAA 

Aerodromes Sector is prepared to accept an application.” 

This bending of the rules, together with sustained lobbying of two Secretaries of State by our 
MP, paints a picture of ROIC and RSP being willing to get what they want by backdoor deals 
with the Secretaries of State and with the CAA rather than by being open and transparent with 
the public and abiding by the processes designed to protect us. We expect PINS to take into 
account the community’s grave misgivings here and the growing perception locally that a 
backdoor deal will be done on this DCO.  



NNF 2018 consultation response  p65 of 76 

Site capacity and site use 

We note RSP’s comment in the document “An Introduction to the Consultation” at paragraph 
10 that: 

“Our interpretation of the current status of the airport is that it already exists but has a 

capacity of zero. We are altering an existing airport rather than constructing a new one, 

although one without any capacity, because it would need planning permission to be 

able to operate as a cargo airport.” 

This is clearly not true and Mr Freudmann knows that it is not true. The airport has never had 
planning permission and yet it operated as a cargo airport between 1999 and 2014. Between 
1999 and 2014 it operated under a number of Certificates of Lawful Development. The 
interpretation of “capacity” as it applies to the Planning Act 2008 will clearly be dealt with during 
the public inquiry and we are content to leave any submission of substance until then. 
However, we could not let this latest misleading claim go without passing comment.  

In addition, Mr Freudmann was part of the management team at Manston Airport that said on 
25th September 2003 that the £6 million investment that the operator had made in a new 
taxiway and on the runway had increased the airport’s cargo-handling capacity from 30,000 
tonnes to over 250,000 tonnes. It is not credible for RSP to pretend now that the airport has 
zero capacity when one of its own Directors knows that the existing infrastructure can handle 
250,000 tonnes of freight p.a. 

Similarly, it is clear from talking to RSP’s representatives at the consultation events that the 
development planned for the Northern Grass is not essential to the operation of the airport. It 
is described as offices and space for businesses that might be aviation related (or might not) 
and that have no need of access airside. We note that when Mr Freudmann wished to buy the 
airport in 2014, before he met ROIC, he approached TDC to test the water as to whether he 
would be allowed to develop the Northern Grass separately for housing. It is clear from this 
that Mr Freudmann knows that the Northern Grass is not essential to the southern site’s ability 
to operate as a cargo airport.  
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Conclusion 

Once again, RSP has failed to give the local community the information we need so that we 
can reach an informed view of the costs and benefits of RSP’s proposal, and an informed view 
of the proposal’s impact on us, our health, our well-being and our local community. 

RSP has: 

• Knowingly failed to produce information of critical importance to the public; 

• Failed to meet its responsibilities under the EIA Regulations 2017 in terms of its 
consultation with us; 

• Consistently sought by the public utterances of RSP, its Directors, and its agents, to 
mislead the public on matters of critical importance such as night flights; 

• Sought to shift the responsibility for what it is proposing onto PINS. 

It is clear that the scale of the inadequacies of this consultation are such that RSP has failed 
to meet its statutory consultation obligations, and is therefore not in a position to submit its 
DCO application to PINS.  

It is our submission that PINS cannot and should not accept this application. 
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Figures 

 

Fig. 1 Good decibels: The blue sound contours (85 dB, 90 dB and 95 dB) are measured in dB(A) SEL 

 

Fig. 2 Bad decibels: The sound contours are measured in LAeq, 16hr 
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Fig. 3 Planes low over Ramsgate 
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Fig. 4 NNF Poll results 
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Fig. 5 • Boeing 747-400 arrives from the west, departs to the east. 
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Fig. 6 • Boeing 747-400 arrives from the east, departs to the west. 

 


