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2. Review of Design Principles
2.1 Your Responses
Please complete

Table and Error! Reference source not found. below in line with the guidance provided in Section Error! Reference source not found..
Please use as much space as you require, the size of the response box will expand as you type your response.
Please complete the following:
Representative Organisation:
For example: Kent County Council, Maypole Airfield, NATS etc
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Table 1 – Design Principles Review and Prioritisation
Design Principle

Rationale

Do you
agree this
is a
Design
Principle?

How would you rank
this Design Principle
as a priority?
(1 = Highest to 6 =
Lowest or 0)

(Yes or
No)
Procedures should be designed to minimise the
impact of noise below 7,000 ft.

One of the Government’s key environmental objectives is
to limit and, where possible, reduce the number of
people in the UK significantly affected by adverse
impacts from aircraft noise. Current government policy
states that below 7,000 ft., the noise impact of aviation
on those on the ground takes greater precedence than the
management of aircraft emissions.

Comments:
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Design Principle

Rationale

Do you
agree this
is a
Design
Principle?

How would you rank
this Design Principle
as a priority?
(1 = Highest to 6 =
Lowest or 0)

(Yes or
No)
Procedures should be designed that minimise
aircraft emissions to reduce air pollution.

Improving environmental performance by reducing
emissions is an outcome that the CAA’s AMS is expected
to deliver. More direct routes and the use of continuous
climbs and descents are some of the measures that can
be employed to reduce fuel burn, therefore reducing
emissions per flight.

Comments:

Where practicable, designs should seek to minimise
the impact of noise on particularly sensitive areas.

The new routes should be designed to protect, as much
as practicable, areas that are sensitive to noise. These
may include sites of care or education, tranquil or rural
areas that are used by the public for recreational
purposes and cultural or historical assets. Avoiding
overflight of all of these locations in every case would be
impractical but we will endeavour to achieve this where
possible.

Comments:

Procedures should be designed, where possible, to
minimise the number of track miles flown.

In order to minimise emissions and to optimise
operational efficiencies, designs should where possible,
minimise the number of track miles flown.
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Design Principle

Rationale

Do you
agree this
is a
Design
Principle?

How would you rank
this Design Principle
as a priority?
(1 = Highest to 6 =
Lowest or 0)

(Yes or
No)
Comments:

Designs should minimise the impact on other
airspace users in the local area.

The airspace and procedure design should aim to address
the needs of all air traffic operating in the local area.
New routes must take into account General Aviation
(Sports & Recreation) operations at local airfields and
avoid any unnecessary impact. Access to airspace should
be ensured, especially for military fixed wing and rotary
aircraft to meet defence operational and training
requirements.

Comments:

Designs should where possible, make provision for
multiple routes that can be used to spread the noise
burden more equitably.

Airspace design should make provision for multiple
arrival and departure routes to spread the burden of
over-flight more equitably between communities.

Comments:
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Table 2 – Additional Comments
If there are any other areas of concern that you feel have not been considered, please provide additional comments below.
Comments:

Are there other Design Principles not included in the list that you feel should be considered as candidates for the final shortlist?
If so, please provide your comments.
Comments:
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3 Potential Design Principles Not Taken Forward
3.1 Potential Design Principles
Error! Reference source not found. below articulates some potential Design Principles that have also been developed as a result of the
feedback received from questionnaires and the focus group meetings. However, these have not been included in the list of Design Principles shown
in

Table above for your review for the reasons indicated. If you wish to make any comments relating to this list, please do so in the space provided.
Please use as much space as you require, the size of the response box will expand as you type your response.
Table 2 – Potential Design Principles Not Taken Forward
Potential Design Principle

Reasons for not Including

Routes should, where possible, be designed to
be PANS-OPS compliant

The new routes will be designed, where possible, so that they comply with the internationally agreed
criteria set down in the International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) document PANS-OPS 8168
Volume 2 – Construction of Visual and Instrument Flight Procedures. Any deviation from the criteria
set down in PANS-OPS would require Manston Airport to produce a robust safety case to justify why the
designs are not compliant, before they can be approved by the CAA. Manston Airport considers that this
is a safety-related principle and as such, will be considered under the Design Principle SAFETY.

Comments:
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Potential Design Principle

Reasons for not Including

Routes should be chosen to minimise the flight
distance over land and maximise distance over
the sea to reduce the impact of noise and
emissions

Consideration of the impact of noise and emissions has already been included as Design Principles.
Manston Airport is required to produce a comprehensive list of route designs at Stage 2 of the CAP 1616
process and this list will include options that minimise the time spent overland by designing tracks that
route over the sea as much as possible. As a result, this is considered to be a design option, rather than a
Design Principle, and will be considered at the next step of the process.

Comments:

There should be no overflying of Ramsgate

Given the location of Manston Airport in relation to the town of Ramsgate, it would not be possible to
design procedures to the east of the airport that completely avoids any overflight of the town. However,
designs will seek to minimise the impact of noise and emissions over the town in line with the Design
Principles above. Manston Airport is also planning to introduce operational procedures (a noise
preferential runway system) to minimise the impact on Ramsgate.

Comments:

Any new airspace should be the minimum
volume necessary

At this stage, Manston Airport is not planning on introducing any new airspace other than an
Aerodrome Traffic Zone (ATZ). Notwithstanding this, the provision of regulated airspace to protect
traffic operating at Manston Airport is a potential design option, rather than a Design Principle. Any
requirement to introduce additional Controlled Airspace (CAS) would be considered under the Design
Principle SAFETY.

Comments:
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Potential Design Principle

Reasons for not Including

Consider the Flexible Use of Airspace

Any revised airspace structure should be adaptable to minimise the impact on other airspace users.
Manston Airport assesses that this could be considered as a potential design option relating to the type
of CAS required to protect traffic operating at Manston Airport. As previously stated, this will be
considered under the Design Principle SAFETY.

Comments:

Any new airspace should facilitate fair access to
all airspace users.

Any regulatory change or airspace amendment should continue to allow fair access to the airspace for all
aviation users. Manston Airport is not currently planning on introducing any regulated airspace to
protect traffic operating from the airport, but should this be required, consideration of fair access will be
considered under the Design Principle that seeks to minimise the impact on other airspace users.

Comments:
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