Response ID

Organisation

Position/Title

Anonymous?

Overall Response

A-N

993586149 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

212024817 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

901571928 None Yes - | want my SUPPORT — | Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be support the Support  [Support [Support [Support |Support
published with my |proposed changes
details

94366731 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

428745655 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

221685419 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

478512867 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




714519694 NA No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

2554870 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

272400475 No - | want my NEUTRAL -1 Support  [Support
response to be neither support nor
published object
anonymously

402811960 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed Object
published changes
anonymously

92732237 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

262085710 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

396440322 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

401318023 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




59877191 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

31798924 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

218471062 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

827326485 No - | want my SUPPORT — 1| Strongly |Strongly ([Strongly |[Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be support the Support  [Support [Support |Support |Support |Support
published proposed changes
anonymously

870811420 No - | want my NEUTRAL — | Strongly Support  |Support [Strongly [Strongly
response to be neither support nor |Support Object Object
published object
anonymously

641542013 None No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

626489695 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

4599721 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object

response to be
published
anonymously

the proposed
changes




73327759 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1009844702 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

604456213 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

669284876 Manager No - | want my NEUTRAL — | Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
response to be neither support nor
published object
anonymously

99867862 LCC Sec No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

895360376 MOD Defense No - | want my NEUTRAL — | Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
Airspace and [response to be neither support nor
Air Traffic published object
Management [anonymously
877992579 No - | want my SUPPORT -1 Support  [Support [Support |Support |[Support |Support
response to be support the
published proposed changes
anonymously
597495875 n/a Yes - | want my SUPPORT — | Support |Strongly [Neutral Neutral Strongly  |Neutral
response to be support the Support Support

published with my
details

proposed changes




75866384 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously
1007124418 No - | want my SUPPORT -1 Strongly
response to be support the Support
published proposed changes
anonymously
593301534 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
114418625 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Neutral Object Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
745788418 N/A Yes - | want my SUPPORT -1 Support  [Support [Support |Support |Support |Support
response to be support the
published with my |proposed changes
details
1019444879 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously
105833730 No - | want my NEUTRAL — 1 Support  [Support [Support |[Support |[Support |Support

response to be
published
anonymously

neither support nor
object




361229475 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

854487622 Wincham Clerk Yes - | want my NEUTRAL — | Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral

Parish Council response to be neither support nor
published with my |object
details

983254833 0 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Strongly |Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object
published with my |changes
details

419902716 O[N/A No - | want my SUPPORT -1 Support  [Support |Support |Support |Support |Support
response to be support the
published proposed changes
anonymously

903288268 0 No - | want my SUPPORT — 1| Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be support the Support  [Support [Support |Support |Support |Support
published proposed changes
anonymously

877770718 0 No - | want my NEUTRAL — | Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
response to be neither support nor
published object
anonymously

1025547992 0 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

579014622 0|N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




279789118 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

537200655 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

60845128 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

411363810 N/A No - | want my SUPPORT -1 Support  [Support [Support |Support |Support |Support
response to be support the
published proposed changes
anonymously

392604628 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Neutral Neutral Strongly |Strongly [Neutral Neutral
response to be the proposed Object Object
published with my |changes
details

81843376 None No - | want my SUPPORT — 1| Strongly |Support [Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
response to be support the Support

published
anonymously

proposed changes




744403943 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

78027601 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

777209967 Yes - | want my SUPPORT — | Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be support the Support  [Support |Support |Support |Support |Support
published with my |proposed changes
details

498564167 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

504067617 No - | want my SUPPORT — | Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be support the Support  [Support |Support |Support |Support |Support
published proposed changes
anonymously

59065763 n/a Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

175609776 Yes - | want my SUPPORT — | Strongly |Support [Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
response to be support the Support
published with my |proposed changes
details

435414713 NA No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




493275597 O[Individual No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

6753747 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

370349682 0 No - I want my SUPPORT - | Support  |Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
response to be support the
published proposed changes
anonymously

499641910 0 No - | want my SUPPORT -1 Support  [Support |Support |Support |Support |Support
response to be support the

published
anonymously

proposed changes




110170553 na Yes - | want my NEUTRAL -1 Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
response to be neither support nor
published with my |object
details
818917730 Culcheth & Clerk to the No - | want my SUPPORT — 1|
Glazebury Council response to be support the
Parish Council published proposed changes
anonymously
296882220 No - | want my SUPPORT — | Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be support the Support  [Support |Support |Support |Support |Support

published
anonymously

proposed changes




126783791

(@)

Holywell Town
Council

Councillor

Yes - | want my
response to be
published with my
details

NO COMMENT -1
have no comment
to make on the

proposed changes

112953682 1 O[N/A No - | want my SUPPORT — | Neutral Neutral Object Object Strongly  |Support
response to be support the Support
published proposed changes
anonymously

501684664 O[Natural Lead Adviser |No - | want my NEUTRAL — | Support

England response to be neither support nor

published object
anonymously

274434646 1 0 No - | want my SUPPORT — | Strongly [Neutral Object Object Object Object
response to be support the Support
published proposed changes
anonymously

64280346 1 Ofnone No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral

response to be the proposed Object Object
published changes
anonymously

322123364 1 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object

response to be
published
anonymously

the proposed
changes




621101962 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

232969293 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object

response to be
published with my
details

the proposed
changes




1039773780 OfLiverpool City [Transport Yes - | want my SUPPORT — 1| Strongly |Support [Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutra
Region Policy Officer |response to be support the Support
Combined published with my |proposed changes
Authority details
76232037 1 0|N/a No - | want my SUPPORT — 1| Support |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Neutral Strongly
response to be support the Support  [Support Support
published proposed changes
anonymously
277398865 0|City Airport Airport No - | want my NEUTRAL — | Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutra
Ltd Director response to be neither support nor

published
anonymously

object




343278916 N/A No - | want my SUPPORT -1 Support  [Support |Support |Support |Support |Support
response to be support the
published proposed changes
anonymously

694357579 Yes - | want my SUPPORT — 1| Strongly |Strongly ([Strongly |[Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be support the Support  [Support [Support |Support |Support |Support
published with my |proposed changes
details

499446237 Yes - | want my SUPPORT -1 Strongly |Support |Strongly [Support |[Strongly |Support
response to be support the Support Support Support
published with my |proposed changes
details

371234552 NA Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

535342209 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

926173508 Not applicsble [No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

753051801 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

246639893 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




1055940271 No - | want my SUPPORT -1 Support  [Support |Support |Support |Support |Support

response to be support the
published proposed changes
anonymously

378910307 Halton Operational No - | want my SUPPORT -1 Support |Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Object

Borough Director response to be support the Object Object Support
Council published proposed changes

anonymously

640660832 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

656042605 Na Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly Strongly |Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

430286988 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

452149902 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly ([Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

201710842 n/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object

response to be
published
anonymously

the proposed
changes




735093533 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously
965985481 n/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
1028866558 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details
1039749338 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
64404484 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
458664029 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details
247813043 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




201817484 Member No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

284957993 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

480194258 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

55830018 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

700162398 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

59415844 NA Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

1039326517 n/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

441231858 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




195918826 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

988241669 n/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

728379019 none No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

654855308 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

166798174 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

481044892 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Object Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




560808980 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly ([Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

463025799 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

174694881 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

838136300 NA Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

833685235 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




709431137 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

425177528 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

144317569 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




596505933 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details
1071255159 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
50068245 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
610846419 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
293111818 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
898607631 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Neutral Neutral Object Object Neutral
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously
651074423 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




242120280 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

455434034 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

482865584 Nil No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

802699221 Na Yes - | want my NEUTRAL — | Strongly  |Neutral Neutral Strongly  |Neutral Strongly
response to be neither support nor |Support Object Object
published with my |object
details

1013831998 Chair Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

259395976 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1070756503 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

620922766 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




327423761 NA No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

846425320 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

602614793 Resident No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

842896017 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

916651733 NA No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

459357216 No - | want my SUPPORT —1 Support  [Support |Support |Support |Support |Support
response to be support the
published proposed changes
anonymously

553331460 N/a Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

1037479792 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

211562126 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




688759467 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

731825068 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

381382287 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

414566770 Mr Cameron [No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

961397042 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

975426496 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

747976479 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




314164974 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

724970578 Na Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Neutral Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

159052443 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

509078179 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

429874832 None No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

435959680 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

133721484 n/a No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1012296876 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Strongly |Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




433171120 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

381223596 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

986636738 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

295681281 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

763347392 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

438310761 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

768737355 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

528008627 No - | want my SUPPORT -1 Support  [Support |Support |Support |Support |Support
response to be support the

published
anonymously

proposed changes




550986297 Yes - | want my SUPPORT — 1| Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be support the Support  [Support [Support |Support |Support |Support
published with my |proposed changes
details

1040831155 Na No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1051217234 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

730342918 No No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

561235053 N.A. No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1050644799 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

348992861 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

141652698 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




298437639 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

471483124 ACTive Crewe (Secretary Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly

Travel response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

748153159 0|N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

81876785 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

945086494 O|N/A No - | want my SUPPORT — 1| Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be support the Support  [Support [Support |Support |Support |Support
published proposed changes
anonymously

180862327 O|N/A Yes - | want my NEUTRAL — | Strongly |Object Neutral Neutral Strongly  |Support
response to be neither support nor [Object Support
published with my |object
details

554850887 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Neutral Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




103112215 No - | want my NEUTRAL -1 Object Neutral Neutral Neutral Strongly [Neutra
response to be neither support nor Support
published object
anonymously
1013042268 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously
1011845304 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
561559438 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously
501491709 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support ([Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
665420645 Mr No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
450125287 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
233771389 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




376836104 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

206923378 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

159554889 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

401612984 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

269818961 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

937361418 N.A. No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

268179044 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to

response to be
published
anonymously

the proposed
changes




679684002 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object
published changes
anonymously

154577873 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

828131405 None No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

864314164 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

174218906 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

850507874 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




423226748 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

551514807 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

359769986 N/A No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

249948445 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

7800568 No - | want my OBJECT - | object to
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

503472615 None Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

455845966 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




468961701 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

889128896 Citizen of the [Yes-|want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Strongly |Object Strongly

world response to be the proposed Object Object
published with my |changes
details

764318060 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Object Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

366716892 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

941455932 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

405945392 N/A No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

163006312 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




650822539 1 O|N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
537845483 1 0|n/a No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
566759871 0[Bromborough [Councillor, Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Object Object
ward elected response to be the proposed Object Object Object
representative |published with my [changes
details
227336944 1 0 Yes - | want my SUPPORT — 1| Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be support the Support  [Support [Support |[Support |[Support |Support
published with my |proposed changes
details
822868030 1 0 No - | want my SUPPORT -1 Strongly |Support |Strongly [Support |Neutral Object
response to be support the Support Support

published
anonymously

proposed changes




970349530 No No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

630996142 No Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

997805272 none Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

694603646 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

380311792 No - | want my NEUTRAL — | Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutra
response to be neither support nor
published object
anonymously

631401109 n/a Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

478072118 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




725158533 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Neutral Object Object Neutral Neutral
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details
21475477 NA Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details
1068287543 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details
145829422 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details
458579927 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




979140863 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously
252807329 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
137273918 0 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details
339163757 O[Na No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
128524027 0of. No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
61614364 0of. No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
928238188 8th bebington [Group scout [No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
scout group |leader response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




124790509 No - | want my SUPPORT — 1| Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be support the Support  [Support [Support |Support |Support |Support
published proposed changes
anonymously

919422959 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

962812545 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

620676386 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

348597210 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

848900984 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral

response to be
published
anonymously

the proposed
changes




1073327938 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

82765276 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

334489434 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

281722534 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

583924117 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

692939216 N/A No - | want my SUPPORT — | Support |Strongly [Object Object Object Object
response to be support the Object

published
anonymously

proposed changes




997877419 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

786581304 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

924946964 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1052146286 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

723992747 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object

response to be
published
anonymously

the proposed
changes




786686443 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

24358300 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly [Neutral Object

response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

265968811 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

339596521 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




3208199 Fieldcrest Owner No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
Garden response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
287243324 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details
653247569 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
645613400 None No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
357523116 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




800211555 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
620722025 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
708819971 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




16344616 n/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support ([Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

165456034 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

502126665 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |[Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




234932909 N/a Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

521015920 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

939009348 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

87430360 NA Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

393693853 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Neutral Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




1067453446 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object

response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

612362823 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

840876076 None Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

979743001 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

145267817 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support |[Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




630024135 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Object Strongly |Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

689119283 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

1024502287 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly

response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

196545118 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

339434231 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

225038836 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |[Strongly |Strongly [Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




919168804 O[N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support |[Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

303314490 Wirral Council:|Councillor Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Object Strongly

Bebington Bebington response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
Ward Ward published with my |changes
Councillor Metropolitan |details

Borough of

Wirral

383847429 0 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

378165827 0 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

65585315 Wirral Council [Bromborough [Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
Ward response to be the proposed Object Object Object
Councillor published with my |changes
details
7735415 Ofna No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Support |[Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




682592712 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

163163380 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

983690649 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1042400215 Mrs Davies Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

814918099 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

422628638 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

431877845 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

279185717 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




127661190 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support ([Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

1010837480 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

967830077 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

344915974 Yes - | want my SUPPORT — | Support |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be support the Support  [Support [Support |Support |Support
published with my |proposed changes
details

125235841 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

398422047 NA No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




53145858 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
381071621 No Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details
1026003284 Me No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
138132836 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support ([Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details
205232112 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
289282264 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
1057266341 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
845774732 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support ([Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




545966228 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

657645244 N/A No - | want my SUPPORT -1
response to be support the
published proposed changes
anonymously

980637329 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly |Object Neutral Object Neutral Object
response to be the proposed Object
published changes
anonymously

426419333 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

557395524 None No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

859687650 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




473870465 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

321825467 Founder Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

988971927 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

204458169 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

123980284 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

862265816 Not applicable |No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Support  |Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

850765792 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Neutral Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




769697477 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

909563347 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

794388856 Not applicable [No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

154622119 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Object
response to be the proposed Support  |Object Support  |Object
published with my |changes
details

503096946 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

835943720 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




733930826 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

489660738 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

654525903 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

826881940 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

735593039 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

336947703 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Object Object Support  |Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object
published with my |changes
details

971035377 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




400608743 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

813633557 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Support |Object
published changes
anonymously

256544417 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

364061144 Not applicable |No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Support |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

130103280 N/A Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

171268575 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

659605449 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




922454362 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

614203046 No No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1009830580 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

528305535 Yes - | want my NEUTRAL -1 Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be neither support nor Object Object Object
published with my |object
details

194762774 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support ([Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

798506481 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

508719746 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |[Strongly |Strongly [Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




233586371 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

743794912 Na No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

832225146 n/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

170261233 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

713385033 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to Strongly
response to be the proposed Object
published changes
anonymously

178719709 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

248179036 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

370649614 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




1032679674 No Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

534344632 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

409044843 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

985333274 N/A No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

956910579 No - | want my Not Answered
response to be
published
anonymously

489378594 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

74779751 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




865799102 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

523109922 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

599453375 Na No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

381369960 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to Strongly
response to be the proposed Object
published with my |changes
details

243436148 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

958605418 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




874718657 n/a Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details
798128040 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously
857721303 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly
response to be the proposed Object
published changes
anonymously
517238668 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
468420825 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
26757725 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details
525810403 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
1066319451 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object

response to be
published with my
details

the proposed
changes




928194580 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

452959006 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

493190624 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Support  |Object
published with my |changes
details

492070987 Na No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

669938851 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support |[Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

485275022 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |[Strongly |Strongly [Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

36548823 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously
720454077 No - | want my NEUTRAL — | Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral

response to be
published
anonymously

neither support nor
object




28980459 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
1003767970 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
65079256 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
601805973 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
203611792 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Support
published changes
anonymously
173802450 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




322535222 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

567805972 N/A No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

910481427 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

419182949 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

856236794 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

173560337 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |[Strongly |Strongly [Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




1052604345 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

794821680 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

634407059 Yes - | want my SUPPORT — | Strongly |Object Support |Object Neutral Object
response to be support the Support
published with my |proposed changes
details

868409744 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

65383683 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

86300047 Member Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

313138291 NA No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly |Object Strongly |Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




150999840 n/a Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

724613206 N/a Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

70292035 Na No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Neutral
response to be the proposed Support  [Support |Support [Support
published changes
anonymously

617642538 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

413479321 NA Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




730277112 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

466062365 O[Individual No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

409291824 O[NA No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

364683462 0[Na No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Object Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

795037988 0[N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Support  |Object Support |Object Support  |Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

522125855 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Support  [Strongly |Object Strongly |Object Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




265288351 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1040957123 Serco and Head of Air Yes - | want my SUPPORT — | Support  |Support [Support |Support [Object Object
Airbus Navigation response to be support the
Safety published with my |proposed changes
details

179230687 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |[Strongly |Strongly [Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

691071080 ARPAS UK Director Yes - | want my SUPPORT -1 Support  [Support |Support |Support |Support |Support
response to be support the

published with my
details

proposed changes




1034437720 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

977428109 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

410780300 None No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

245875006 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

301138514 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

636865740 None No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object

response to be
published
anonymously

the proposed
changes




595497898 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

162377909 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

633440032 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

476900270 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

913814529 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

815270104 MD Yes - | want my SUPPORT — 1| Strongly |Support [Support [Neutral Neutral Neutral
response to be support the Support
published with my |proposed changes
details

543490431 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




545081405 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

157107235 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

813956690 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

523602936 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

676800226 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

177598850 N/A No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




740704590 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

131024405 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

292942108 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |[Strongly |Strongly [Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

740268788 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

308147101 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

983328383 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




317157248 1 0 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

335222530 1 0 No - | want my SUPPORT — 1| Strongly
response to be support the Support
published proposed changes
anonymously

361940255 1 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly Strongly |Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

335555504 1 O[Na No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

571909328 1 0 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

426342359 0[Broughton & [Chairman No - | want my SUPPORT — 1| Strongly

Bretton response to be support the Support
Community published proposed changes
Council anonymously
61814267 1 0 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




1048970725 NA Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

773649896 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Object Object Strongly |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Support
published changes
anonymously

359570597 None Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support |[Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

292105015 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

282428355 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




77668545 XXX No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object

response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

290558415 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

789330000 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

659288791 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

177109756 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




372357803 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

154613488 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1027385262 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

866092283 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

105308629 Na No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




613722593 N;A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to Strongly
response to be the proposed Support
published changes
anonymously

181273165 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

541403360 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

198249748 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

882252238 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




691897958 Chair Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

587813240 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

833633272 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Support  |Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

458579801 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Support  |Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

294825683 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

573286773 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




150759886 None Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

512910755 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Support |Neutral Neutral Support  |Neutral
response to be the proposed Support
published changes
anonymously

186411168 NA No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

409642200 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

958192203 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




570134493 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details
1061608067 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
32804154 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
737375811 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details
1044258876 N/A No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
765596735 None Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




586426580 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

969876659 No - | want my SUPPORT -1 Support  [Support |Support |Support |Support [Support
response to be support the
published proposed changes
anonymously

436243977 Na Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

280688237 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1054620906 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

729443141 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




739728430 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

604072598 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Neutral Strongly  |Neutral Strongly  |Neutral Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

86361036 Na No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

18633605 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

980012243 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

747320148 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1031238289 No No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral

response to be
published
anonymously

the proposed
changes




389528149 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

250388087 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Support  [Strongly |Support [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

792484145 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

10667202 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Neutral Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly ([Strongly

response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

325088723 Yes - | want my SUPPORT — | Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be support the Support  [Support |Support |Support |Support |Support
published with my |proposed changes
details

748607665 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

216831033 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




762205590 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

820626142 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

142244681 Na No - | want my OBJECT - | object to
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

1063018078 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

684763555 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

97521204 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

864561540 Not applicable |No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support |[Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




342454531 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

377793974 none No - | want my NEUTRAL — | Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
response to be neither support nor
published object
anonymously

843788497 No - | want my NEUTRAL — | Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly |Support |Object
response to be neither support nor [Object Object Object Object
published object
anonymously

215087654 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

125194451 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Support |Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

926627292 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

454987231 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




421858789 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Support  |Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

451286825 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

748230002 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

686748402 Director Yes - | want my OBJECT - | object to
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

580237664 Yes - | want my NEUTRAL -1 Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
response to be neither support nor
published with my |object
details

650320196 n/a Yes - | want my NEUTRAL — | Object Object Object Object Support  |Neutral

response to be
published with my
details

neither support nor
object




503242294 Na No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

196030482 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Strongly |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

57145101 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




900020653 O|N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Object Strongly |Object Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

246064570 O|N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

518414956 O[Individual No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

857383731 O|N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




854599212 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

223361595 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

307493367 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

685731699 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

1019870068 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |[Strongly |Strongly [Support |Object

response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

151579346 n/a No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




129394281 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Object Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

651428886 No - | want my SUPPORT — | Support |Strongly [Support |[Strongly |[Support |[Strongly
response to be support the Object Object Object
published proposed changes
anonymously

948181999 N/a Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

356094566 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

371836079 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

158775530 No - | want my SUPPORT — | Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be support the Support  [Support |Support |Support |Support |Support
published proposed changes
anonymously

340102399 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




86915251 Na Yes - | want my NO COMMENT —| [Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Object
response to be have no comment Object Object Object Support
published with my |to make on the
details proposed changes
1002334671 Na No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |[Strongly |Object Support  [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
573181323 n/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
232174955 None Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details
605715884 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support |[Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




801391226 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

554483333 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

626434324 Mr Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

276233760 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




367607294 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

441296115 N.a No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

432334847 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

565035578 Warrington Member Of Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral

South Parliament response to be the proposed

Constituency

published with my
details

changes




771890917 Na No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

724779536 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

928613733 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

940350752 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |[Strongly |Strongly ([Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




18152904 Na Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object

response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

319346350 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

188599846 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support |[Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

851445220 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




702043414 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

234005880 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

502373067 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

930032213 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

111418758 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

922794753 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




138746775 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

735232682 Ms No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Neutral Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

780291456 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

864367904 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

1041932769 am a individuel[No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly

response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




137833495 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

751971906 NA Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly
response to be the proposed Object
published with my |changes
details

929489301 None No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




801244929 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Object Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

710578876 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

863403806 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

228068889 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

27653391 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Support |Object

response to be
published
anonymously

the proposed
changes




942001949 1 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

846198910 O[Liverpool City [Environmental |Yes - | want my SUPPORT — | Strongly |Support [Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral

Council Health Officer [response to be support the Support

published with my |proposed changes
details

408096022 1 0 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

533062775 1 0|n/a Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

122026480 1 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Support |Object
published changes
anonymously

1047820997 1 0 No - | want my NEUTRAL — | Support |Strongly [Object Strongly |Object Strongly

response to be neither support nor Object Object Object

published
anonymously

object




474456207 NA No - | want my NO COMMENT — | [Strongly |[Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly |[Strongly |[Strongly
response to be have no comment |[Object Object Object Object Support  |Object
published to make on the
anonymously proposed changes

346726386 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

342343255 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to Strongly
response to be the proposed Object
published changes
anonymously

1427845 - No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




780540116 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

731487982 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to Strongly
response to be the proposed Object

published
anonymously

changes




175220128 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Neutral Strongly  |Neutral Strongly  |Neutral Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

493315468 NA No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

406278 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

678089926 NA Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

318897462 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [Object
response to be the proposed Support  [Support |Support

published
anonymously

changes




562156974 Not applicable |No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

928543167 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |[Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

712703558 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

707648024 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




25762848 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
666295710 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
596871984 N/a No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
402982476 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details
385114391 Manchester |CSR and Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
Airport Future response to be the proposed
Airspace published with my |changes
Director details
103093190 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Support  [Strongly |Object Strongly |Object Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




65057730 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Support  |Support |Support
published with my |changes
details
37745546 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously
209965260 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
1043657 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
352094548 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Support  [Strongly |Object Strongly |Object Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




135592197 O[Northop Hall Yes - | want my NEUTRAL — | Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
Community response to be neither support nor
Council published with my |object
details
943669493 1 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
604247710 1 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support |[Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details




17410319 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support |Object

response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

904325321 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

271530407 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

102068678 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Support
published changes
anonymously

260044032 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

818358535 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




26533766 N/A Yes - | want my NEUTRAL -1 Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral

response to be neither support nor
published with my |object
details

417237193 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

937176151 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

342328264 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

119512944 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

393011848 NA No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Strongly |Object
response to be the proposed Object

published
anonymously

changes




847469425 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

354688493 0 No - | want my SUPPORT -1 Strongly |Support |Support ([Support [Support |Support
response to be support the Support
published proposed changes
anonymously

370313242 Cheshire West [Senior Yes - | want my SUPPORT — | Strongly |Support [Object Object Object Object

and Chester [Regulatory response to be support the Support
Council Services published with my |proposed changes
Officer details

842285239 0 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

911088607 0 Yes - | want my OBIJECT — | object to
response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

51352658 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




539858853 None No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1030573706 no Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
organisation [response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

983041139 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

802932123 No Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

914852122 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

499327316 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




1055465451 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Neutral Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

1060865410 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

823608143 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Support |Object

published with my
details

changes




139704945 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

724905426 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

192443737 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

434301238 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

766707886 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1047838866 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support |[Object

response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




514249031 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

781866434 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

912489272 - No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

350651727 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Neutral Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

196813534 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




560049628 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

963612028 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

370736303 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

327751553 n/a No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

405525434 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

765863213 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

571519626 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




165215858 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

319818644 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

522138356 N/a No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1004637249 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

786234536 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




807157552 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1041274314 N/A No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly

response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

571124543 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

465639543 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




1006414089 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

71633977 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object

response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

649399953 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

326249223 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support ([Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

484999455 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




914978194 Na No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

780075421 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

595305138 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

99849135 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object

response to be the proposed
published with my |changes
details

257700418 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

314309937 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




449701005 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

482646518 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

846856007 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

790751913 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

74678620 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

324116106 No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

67242565 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




1034443677 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
140287882 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously
90024771 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details
957434683 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details
605679291 N/A No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
544654888 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




659312758 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

756159004 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

159430561 Na Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

382346307 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

706000368 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




630153779 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

576031700 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1035380236 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly

response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

332059454 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

520186180 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

260996919 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




853050029 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

768771582 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Neutral Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

549348337 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

395635809 Not Applicable |No - | want my NEUTRAL — | Support |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly |[Support |[Strongly
response to be neither support nor Object Object Object Object
published object
anonymously

371015743 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

852027200 n/a Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




913118822 The Heswall  |Chairman Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
Society response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my |changes
details

775205636 No - | want my NEUTRAL — | Support |Strongly [Neutral Strongly  |Neutral Strongly
response to be neither support nor Object Object Object
published object
anonymously

861125371 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




526897011 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

605417930 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

369193842 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




615531622 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

335594392 Not applicable |Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

803706455 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

150207085 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

393184626 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




877465069 Bromborough |Chair Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Neutral Neutral Neutral Object
Village response to be the proposed
Community published with my |changes
Association details
297024747 O[N/A No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
426790606 0[Not approp Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details
401462334 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Support  [Strongly |Neutral Strongly  |Neutral Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
565715235 O[N/A No - | want my NEUTRAL -1 Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
response to be neither support nor
published object
anonymously
931817303 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




522067912 0|Chrysalis Arts [Director No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

684551389 0[The Wirral Chairman Yes - | want my NEUTRAL — |

Society response to be neither support nor
published with my |object
details
77117229 1 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

398794803 1 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Support  [Strongly |Support [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

483341410 1 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support |[Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




360579334 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1014999277 no No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly

response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

191603810 N/A Yes - | want my NO COMMENT —1| [Strongly Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |[Strongly
response to be have no comment |[Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

to make on the
proposed changes




975636359 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

603252338 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




506045030 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

740137517 No - | want my OBJECT - | object to
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

750457252 NORLEY DEPUTY Yes - | want my NEUTRAL — | Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral

PARISH CHSIRMAM response to be neither support nor
COUNCIL published with my |object
details

225352689 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

816965804 Na No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




430107659 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

953477057 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

297121511 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly [Strongly Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

191195823 N/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously

1072510814 Yes - | want my NEUTRAL — | Neutral Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly

response to be neither support nor Object Object Object Object
published with my |object
details

444537921 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object

response to be
published with my
details

the proposed
changes




41391640 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1062531770 No - | want my NEUTRAL — | Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral

response to be
published
anonymously

neither support nor
object




161519675 N/A No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly |[Strongly |Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

940292939 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

547537964 n/a No - | want my NEUTRAL — | Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral

response to be
published
anonymously

neither support nor

object




119940402 Wirral Director of Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Neutral Strongly
Borough Regeneration |response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
Council and Place published with my |changes
details
340674024 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Object Strongly |Object Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




381361582 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

95784155 NONE No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

1188694 N/A No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

604652032 No - | want my NEUTRAL — | Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly
response to be neither support nor Object Object Object Object
published object
anonymously

315727629 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




957040171 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

886761552 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Object Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




797131954 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

767248264 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Support  |Object

response to be
published with my
details

the proposed
changes




221813742 O|Clatterbridge [Councillor Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
Ward response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details
929034990 1 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously
879928960 0[Bebington Councillor. Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Object Object
Ward of Elected response to be the proposed Object Object Object
Wirral Representative|published with my |changes
Borough details
Council
138336896 1 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support |[Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




892327491 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

332153029 Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Neutral Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object

published with my
details

changes




312148270 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

848751567 N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

111983009 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




288466748 1 Na Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Neutral Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details

266698929 1 Yes - | want my NEUTRAL — | Neutral Strongly  |Neutral Object Object Object
response to be neither support nor Support
published with my |object
details

439631102 0[Ministry of SO2 Airspace [No -1 want my NO COMMENT —| [Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral

Defence Plans - response to be have no comment
Defence published to make on the
Airspace and [anonymously proposed changes
Air Traffic
Management
1012504845 1 N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object

response to be
published
anonymously

the proposed
changes




392779048 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

648840699 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




354818298 0|n/a No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Object Object Object Object Object
response to be the proposed
published changes
anonymously
343555334 Bromborough |Committee Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
Village Member response to be the proposed Object Object Object
Community published with my |changes
Association details
589960768 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously
327894138 O[N/A Yes - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Strongly  [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Strongly [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object Object Object
published with my |changes
details
260446206 0 No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |[Strongly |Strongly [Support |Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object

published
anonymously

changes




128626326 O[NA No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly |Strongly [Support [|Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

527727795 O|N/A No - | want my OBJECT — | object to|Object Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Object
response to be the proposed Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

173658964 O[N/A No - | want my OBIJECT — | object to|Neutral Strongly |Strongly [Strongly |Support [Strongly
response to be the proposed Object Object Object Object
published changes
anonymously

815591378 Wirral Council [Eastham Ward [No - | want my NO COMMENT — |

response to be
published
anonymously

have no comment
to make on the
proposed changes




936195148 O[Liverpool City [Planning Policy|No - | want my NO COMMENT — |
Council Coordinator [response to be have no comment
published to make on the
anonymously proposed changes
813395595 0[Thornton Secretary No - | want my NO COMMENT -1
Hough response to be have no comment
Community published to make on the
Trust Ltd anonymously proposed changes
219659643 O[Norton Priory [Chief No - | want my NO COMMENT -1
Museum and |[Executive response to be have no comment
Gardens published to make on the
anonymously proposed changes
822185720 O[Burtonwood & No - | want my SUPPORT — 1|
Westbrook response to be support the

Parish Council

published
anonymously

proposed changes




Which procedures/options

All




Need more than just sound impact around the
airport. What about Wirral?

Noise

Departures RWY 27




09 - Combination R

All

All




n/a




All




No

All




noise, polllution

All

A-P and C-P




i don't understand it enough to comment

No

No

No comment

no comment




All

No




Yes




Arrivals profile of 09

Combination A—R:

A-N/C-N




All

All proposals have aircraft turning at low level,
this objectionable as this creates excessive
noise, aircraft should gain substantive height
before turning to minimise noise.




A-N







No

A, CN,P,R

All

all




All

Yes. All of it

All




None of the combinations are satisfactory.
John Lennon airport is a poor location,
alternatives such as expansion of Manchester
Airport sould be considered.

all




All.










All




No

All




No

N/a




All

All




A-N

No




No comment

Totally against any expansion




No

all




All

A-N




A-R




Destroy the Bromborough population

All

Flights over Bromborough




All above

All




Proposed increase over Bromborough

All proposals

Keep as is

All




No. The whole procedure is obscure
deliberately or otherwise

All

All




C-N, A-P, C-P




P options




No

All P routes look really bad environmentally, R
routes preferable. Croutes

As a non-expert citizen who is working full-
time and looking after children during lock-
down conditions it is impossible for me to
review an 80-page technical document to
make any sense of the procedures presented
and thus decide what | am able to support. You
should provide a citizen-friendly consultation
document which explains the options in clear,
non-technical ways. | object to airport
expansion in general terms (I am unclear
whether this is actually something you aim to
do), as airport expansion is incompatible with
the UK's long-term legal commitments to
reduce carbon emissions. . .







| love aircraft go ahead

N/A

All




all

Both

C-N




Based on my observationsit seems that
thereis little difference between the various
combinations relative to where we live.










A-R&C-R

A-R




All

Of the options suggested, A-R seems to have
the least impact on Wirral residents




Noise and disruption

No

All




No

All







All

All

All







NA







Strongly object to this proposal

All







No

All combinations have a very negative
significant impact on Wirral residents




No

Too complicated




P &R




All

AR







We have enough noise pollution

Not Answered







no

Departure routings RWY 27

All







No

All




AR




All

ALL




all




All




A-R and C-R




All







All




All

options do not offer enough choice




N/a

All




A-R

A-R




no







All combinations will increase flight numbers

No




- Each option has a significantly negative
impact on Wirral residents - C options impact
on residents in Wirral more than A options -
R options may offer “least worst”
environmental impacts - P options look
especially bad for Wirral residents




A-P







All

Na




All

| did not have current map to compare

All

No




A R seems to have the least impact on Wirral
residents

All approachs over Bromborough are at least
200m further north than they should be.

No




AR




A-R




Increased noise




All




ALL




All

The vast majority of these routes particularly
impact residents of Eastham, Bromborough,
Spital and Rock Ferry. If these changes are to
go ahead | want to see changes that balance
out the routes in/out of the airport so that no
one particular group are harshly impacted.

n/a







no

All







Needs to be as dispered as possible




None










no




ALL

All




ALL




Ccp




NA




A-R







Combinations with options C and P have
negative impact on Wirral residents

| strongly disagree to any of these future plans
| am already in a flight path which is used a lot
already there is no need to change this the

Wirral is a lovely area calm area more pollution
is not needed




N/a

CN, CP & CR




Wirral residents have not been consulted
adequately as most flights pass over Wirral

This should have been made public to every
household on the wirral

C_*




ALL










Combinations A-N and C-N




None

Noise air pollution I live right under it




see attached pdf

AR




All




All combinations

All

Runway 27




The proposed flight path over Wirral

All




No




For Wirral South and Rock Ferry residents,
options A-R are the least objectionable with R
the least worst on offer.

All




All

A-R




all

All




All combinations except Nomsu

All




All

All




All combinations

All




A-R

| object to any further flight over Spital




P and C options

None

C-N; C-P; C-R

all

all




All combinations

A-N

All







None acceptable and should have open
consultations with residents




New C routes




Each option has a significantly negative impact
on Wirral residents




options do not offer acceptable degree of
choices

All




All

All




All




Any.

RWY27




ALL







CN CP CR AN AP AR




WAL, AGGER, TEMP 2

All

All




All




Para 10

All C options




The consultation is flawed as there was no
proper consultation with Wirral which will
shffer an increase in noise levels

ALL

All combinations




AandC

All




ALL




All




ALL




All of them

A-P and C-P

All




There aren’t enough different options made
available. All options proposed have negative
impact to Wirral residents

See attached document




See attached document

See attached document

See attached document

See attached document




Comments procedures/options

The currently flight path used on approach to LILA is a joke, it’s constant directly over my home and we cannot even hear the tv inside the house. All aircraft should be
approaching and leaving the airport over the river and not peoples homes. It’s unbearable at times and cannot even hold a conversation in my living room during the
approaches.




Not clear enough to make a judgement

Planes are disturbing the area enough as it is

A significant proportion of departures from RWY 27 pass over Bebington on the Wirral. Living in Bebington as an airline pilot myself, frequently we are disturbed by aircraft
departing towards Wallasey accelerting towards 250 Kts at a low level at times between 2100L and 2300L. This creates significant noise. Please can you consider changing the
track to turn West before reaching the Wirral shoreline, if not please can you introduce Altitude constraints and a low speed for the departure route and increase the minimum
acceleration altitude. Please get in touch if you require further input. Kind regards




To many SIDs heading south over Runcorn & Frodsham

The way the information has been presented is poor and doesn’t explain the impact of various combinations in our area.

Concern over noise and air pollution. Will there be compensation to deal with the need for better soundproofing etc




n/a




Flying up and down the river mersey and over the wirral peninsula at lower altitudes would seriously increase noise polution on the wirral as was seen today 13/2/20

The map base illustrating procedure combination A-N appears to shift the flight path slightly further east from its existing position. At the present time, the Delamere Park
housing area lies just to the east of the majority of actual flights approaching LIL from the south west. This proposal indicates that the flight path would be located more directly
above Delamere Park as regards Combination A for R27. Assuming that actual fl




The Vegun pathway will interupt migratory irds usign the RAMSAR sites near Hatchmere, Cuase disruption to the tranquilty of Delamere forest which is an importnat place for
recreation and tranquity . It will also increase air pollution and noise - its a bad idea

No

| am unable to read the documents in the pdf as very blurred and not very clear.




The flight path is directly over Heswall the tighter flight grouping allows more plans and hence more noise.

You haven't advertised this process to the general public very well.

The problem | have is that at times planes do not conform to the given paths which is unacceptable

The CORKA option for runway 09 will place departures directly over widnes, generating considerable noise. The current departure routes to the north and east from rwy 09
avoid widnes built up areas. Also | am concerned the AGGER departure from runway 09 will frequently be turned early by the area controllers, to try to expedite departures

from Liverpool, to avoid pending Manchester departures, especially when Liverpool are using runway 09 but Manchester may be on runway 23L, which can occur when the
surface winds are between 150 and 180 degrees.




have only today learned of these proposed changes so missed 1st consultation and have prior commitments for the next one. i feel i have little time to peruse documentation
and wonder if another consultation could be held for middle of March.

no

no comment




Incomprehensible consultation document- deliberately so!




We believe the proposed changes will have little effect on the area covered by the Parish Council. The routes proposed are some distance from the villages and the only
potential for overflying described in the consultation document is at relatively high level in the airways above 10,000ft. We note the changes will allow greater precision in the
navigation of aircraft using the airport and so present the opportunity to avoid overflying communities who would be otherwise affected by lower level overflying. This is to be

encouraged. On this basis we support the proposals at a general level. We do not have any detailed knowledge of the issues or impacts caused to the communities closer to
the airport and so offer no comment on the individual routes and options proposed.

These new routes and proceduresee will enable a better flightpath and reduce aircraft noise in many areas.




Object to any flights flying lower

Combination A-R in my opinion affords Liverpool operationally the most efficient use of its airspace, minimising overall noise nuisance and providing reduced carbon emission.
The only “but” is the potential for occasional conflict with operations at Hawarden when runway 09 is in use for take-off. It would have been helpful to have overlaid the
movement traces at Hawarden on 12 July 2019 and 02 August 2019 on figures 3 and 4 page 10 to allow the public to gauge the extent of any potential conflict. Sadly no data is
provided, but recommendations have been made in the Consultation document to discount combination A-R based on possible conflict with Hawarden traffic. In the absence of
this information, but with the knowledge that Hawarden is primarily for Airbus use and as such will not be the busiest airfield needing access to the airways system, | would
suggest that very few movements at Liverpool would incur any significant delay due to conflict with movements at Hawarden. Furthermore, what does the future hold for
Hawarden? Should the UK Government negotiations with the EU over “the divorce” fail, what is to guarantee that Airbus will maintain its presence at Hawarden at all? It would
be unfortunate for Liverpool to decide on an inferior combination only to have the reason for that decision disappear within a short period of time.

Too much low flying over the peaceful area of Delamere Forest

The air space where we live is already extremely loud ...low flying and and busy.




The height is not high enough, we live at the top of a hill and the current noise is horrendous, we do not need more air noise and pollution over our properties

as above




We welcome the preferred option A-N for the Liverpool airspace change. We understand that the airspace change process has been initiated as the physical beacon system is
now outdated and the airspace hasn't been reviewed in over 50 years. This process will help aviation keep pace with changing technology and enable it to remain fit for
purpose, relevant and future proofed. Our top priority for airspace change and aviation in general is tackling the climate emergency through streamlining airspace to make air
travel more efficient. This combined with changing aircraft propulsion technology will help contribute to tackling climate emergency as well as reducing noise and emission
impacts. Airspace change has limited impact on the ground but has wider benefits for the aviation industry such as fuel efficiency, improved reliability of flights and journey
times, less risk of delays for landing procedures and reduces the need for stacking at busy airports. It enables a more coherent landscape for airspace nationally with less
frequented areas and corridors perhaps being able to be freed up for aviation innovation such as future mobility, drones, spaceports and military activity. But airspace change
needs to be reviewed more regularly so we must not wait another 50 years. To tackle the climate emergency the Government needs a stronger regulatory push to aircraft
manufacturers and airlines to encourage a shift to clean alternative fuels for aviation and boost research & development. Airspace change will result in greater efficiency of
flight patterns and air corridors. But airports still need to focus on how passengers and staff access airports at ground level so airport surface access strategies that promote
public transport, walking and cycling will still be essential. Airport environments and the customer journey will also need to be focussed upon to improve the customer
experience at airports. So airspace change only impacts on a specific aspect of aviation and many other areas need attention through wider aviation policy. Aviation continues
to grow in the UK and forms an essential means of global connectivity for business and tourism. However the climate emergency is a major challenge facing aviation and
airspace change can play a role through more efficient air corridors and landing / taking off. But also clean alternative fuels for aviation are essential as well as sustainable
access to airports for passengers and staff by encouraging public transport, walking and cycling. New future mobility aspects that may change aviation in the future include
drones and urban air mobility. This airspace change needs to be future proofed to take into account such innovations. Technology may further innovate how air traffic control is
managed. Coronavirus (Covid-19) is a major challenge to aviation and the global economy which has in effect been turned off. This may change consumer attitudes towards
travel and ways of working. Use of technology has been widespread in this period to enable remote working at home and may become a new normal perhaps resulting in a
decrease in some aspects of travel. Also hygiene on public transport and aviation may become more of an issue. Aviation surely will bounce back from this coronavirus
emergency but this may take a couple of years before consumer confidence returns and international travel opportunities reopen. After WW2 innovations supercharged the
aviation revolution in the postwar period and today like after 9/11 aviation growth may be different from what it could have been beforehand. So seismic events such as WW2,
9/11 and now Coronavirus could result in changes and innovations. Aviation may focus more on its essential role in global connectivity and its more "nice to have" aspects could
recede. European and long haul aviation is essential and where aviation has strong added value but domestic aviation could decline and be replaced by high speed and intercity
rail. Innovation could supercharge the transition to clean alternative fuels for aviation quicker than might have been beforehand. So aviation will bounce back and confidence
and growth will return but perhaps differently. Flight shaming has already become a trend due to the climate emergency and growth in rail travel and sea travel has resulted as
slow travel becomes more attractive. Climate emergency will remain a challenge even after the coronavirus emergency recedes. Aviation must continue to innovative and
respond to stay relevant and fit for purpose in light of these challenges. It needs to raise awareness about why it is important, relevant and where it provides the most added







NO

See submitted letter

The documents given tous are so compicated so asto confuse us with over information - and there is no simple explanation of what you are trying to do and why and where are
the effects going to change. | clicked on all the different places for info and found one with overinformation and the rest with nothingbut a short we would like to consult you.
Because you gave no clear idea of what is about to happen | have to object strongly to allof it.

Why are you funnelling all flights on VERGUN route over Delamere Forest and rural areas. Why not move further south away from the forest and on the line of the dual
carriageway where the additional noise will not be as significant.

Need to reduce air flights to aid pollution, noise and carbon emissions




Flight paths should not be over homes.

| dont want the airport expanded. | dont want more flights!

Stake holder proposing bears no responsibility for environmental redress, and it’s articles provide no system for equitable contract with those directly harmed, just as any fly by
night charlatan might do.




No comment

Expand Manchester Airport instead.

increased noise pollution

No




You have deliberately made this whole process difficult to understand. Shame on you.










The noise and pollution that | am already exposed to living on the flight path for jla is already bothersome. To have this increased with extra noise from take offs particularly will
be intolerable. Unfortunately for JLA they are located in a particularly populous area which they should be more mindful of.

Increased air and noise pollution by Clatterbridge increase flight paths poor consultations. With people more likely of planes getting rid of fuel over an area that has a lot of
farms and has a hospital putting lives at risk

| object strongly to the expansion of air transport and its continuing CO2 emissions record




Expansion means more flights over the Wirral, more air pollution, and does not help the climate.

Routes should be confined to over water as much as possible and flight paths over homes be limited to little as possible

No comination has been assess for Climate Change as required by the Paris Climate Change Agreement, and as found of major significance by the High Courth in the Heathrow
expansion proposals. Bsically one of the major hurdles has not been assessed and the proposals are null and void.




No




Air travel should be reduced until it meets net zero carbon equivalent emissions in operation, equipment and infrastructure.

They support an increase in air traffic which should be reduced until it meets net zero carbon equivalent economy by 2050 in operation, equipment and infrastructure.

| do not want any flight paths to change why do they need more planes when we have to much pollution as it is




Health

No need to change

None




No comment

All the options seem to increase noise on Clatterbridge area. The documents are extremly difficult for a lay person to understand. Easy read details on all the options would
have been useful. Lack of consultation and inadequate time to respond in a Pandemic.




more unacceptable noise, more unacceptable pollution, less quality of life




Airport expansion does not accord with the Paris Climate change agreement and the proposal is thus null.

The option seems to be inconsiderate of the noise levels completely/ fuel efficiency. Its like you haven't even considered any alternatives just to the delay

It would appear to have the least environmental and noise impact




This seems the least noisy.




if your plans are granted you would destroy the house prices in Bromborough, make the nice calmly location that the oldly people love resideing in Bromborough because it’s a
quiet place they on my road sit on the front of there bungalows and even at present say it would be a lovely day without the planes going past now you plan to make it even

worse!!

| see no reason to make any changes

This route will totally disrupt a highly developed area. We have lived with the airport development and coped with the planes because the flights in znd out were shared across

our area. The proposed new plan will destroy a lovely place to live re-think.please.




The noise will be increased above my home. Eastham, some noise is tolerable but the increased traffic would be very frustrating

Expansion should not be happening at all. Climate change and the spread of C19. We should be reducing flights not expanding airports to facilitate flights.

Want less planes traveling over the wirral




The increased noise and air pollution will be disruptive to our quality of life

As all proposals involve an 8ncreased number of planes going over Bromborough | object due to impact on health from increased environmental pollution, increased noise and
impact on animals

Why do flight paths have to change in order to accommodate improvements in aviation . People buy/rent there houses studying the area in which they want to live this
includes flight paths . Yes some aircraft may pass near or over where you choose to live but do not want it as the only flight path inland out of John Lennon Airport. Along with
that will come higher pollution .




As above

All these combinations are poor and will impact residents of Wirral badly. A-N is perhaps the worst option.

Leave things as are




C combinations impact more on Wirral and A-N is not the preferred option for residents in Wirral or those concerned about environmental impacts. A-P seems to be especially
negative for Wirral.




especially bad




No

C routes much worse for Wirral residents







A/c are so quiet now it won’t impact me

N/A

We Have to much air/noise pollution as it is in the area.

Use 27 SID AGGER AR where possible. We need to trust you to plan the best for everyone personally not the profit margins of companies




i object to any expansion of aviation in the current climate crisis

More pollution and noise

The air space is already busy over this small peninsula and the affects already really felt . This added traffic at this level is not acceptable

The increased noise over Bebington and therefore also Port Sunlight would be unacceptable




We live in Heswall and having looked at the various maps there seems little change from the present situation to any of the proposed changes. It seems that whether the flight
paths originate from North, South, East or West they will fly over Heswall, which is really bad news. The planes fly quite low and are very noisy contradicting your noise analysis.
| cannot understand that if you were genuine about the environment and communities you would re-align flight paths down the mersey, thus avoiding noise and pollution for
communities. It seems that as we live in Heswall the situation will only get worse with increased traffic, etc. | guess, as usual, this so-called consultation process is merely going
through the legal requirements rather than addressing community concerns. Traffic will increase thus exacerbating the current situation.




Of the options suggested, A-R seems to have the least impact on Wirral residents.




This change is totally out of order, this is the first I've heard of changes, where was the consultation.

Completely inadequate opportunities for affected residents to absorb this information.




The above 2 options are probably the best, or rather have the worst least impact on the environment

This combination has by far the least noise effect of all the combinations.




The options do not offer an acceptable degree of chocie

Each option has a significantly negative impact on Wirral residents e C options impact on residents in Wirral more than A options e R options may offer “least
worst” environmental impacts e P options look especially bad




Too many planes currently use this flight path at 30%, taking it up to 80% would be terrible for residents.

None

Options do not offer an acceptable degree of choice




No

Would like information to be clearer




Would like more information related to flight paths and this will have an effect on people in Wirral

Narrower flightpaths seem m-uch more unfair on those affected. It wo-uld be better to keep flightpaths as wid-ely dispersed as possible to reduce the - impa-ct on residents,
although any increase i-n disturbance anywhere is problematic




Information extremely complicated to understand.

You must know that the detailed proposal can mean little or nothing to a member of the public with no aviation background. The Easy To Read Summary is hopeless and

inadequate - effectively saying we are changing things and if you want to know what go and read the full document - doubtless needed for technical proposal, but just a way of
stopping members of the public being able to access any meaningful information

Document is highly complicated. Has this been done on purpose?













The options are not reasonable as not all flightpaths are discussed. All options are extremely deterimental to Wirral residents.




No more air pollution




Expansion of any sort is likely to have negative impacts on Wirral residents in terms of noise pollution. This consultation is not about expansion, but the new systems will help
enable expansion. Night flights will be most problematic, and | have concerns that there may in time be the intention to increase these over Wirral. Narrower flightpaths
seem much more unfair on those affected. It would be better to keep flightpaths as widely dispersed as possible to reduce the impact on residents, although any increase in

disturbance anywhere is problematic.

consultation is not user friendly- complicated- not in plain english and has not been publicised to people whos children are going to breathe the pollution under the flightpath.




Please do not add any more flights over the Bromborough area.

Stop flying planes over Wirral South, we already get enough




the options do not offer an acceptable degree of choice

Those look better from my point of view




All focus the route across bromborough/raby mere

Least impact on Wirral Residents.







Not Answered




Strongly object

No thought has been given to those he will be impacted upon following an increase of concentrated air traffic. Noise and pollution. Why haven’t those on the direct flight path
been provided with clear concise information




Mitigation or Alterations Earlier turn, slower speeds, higher acceleration altitides

The current flight path used to LILA is over a built up area and doesn't need to be. All aircraft should be approaching and leaving the airport over the river and not peoples
homes.







No

No

Increase in noise, flight paths aren't followed now and numerous low flying




| am against the proposals due to additional noise pollution, further air pollution over the region and damage to the envoirment affecting future generations of the human race,
Do we really need John Lennon airport in our area, which after all is a cowboy outfit compared to Manchester Airport, it can't even supply adequate parking facilities for its
customers.

Only option that doesn’t strongly and negatively impact Bebington residents by increased noise levels.




Every combination seems to affect Bebington on the Wirral disproportionately. | object to the changes as we as Bebington residents will have to endure louder noises in what is
usually a peaceful village!

All the combinations directly impact on our future quality of life with to noise pollution and exhaust pollution from air traffic over our area.




public were not informed

No




All seem very similar, and all seem to take in the Wirral, whereas previously the noise and air pollution would have been more dispersed

have an overly negative impact on Wirral residents




A-R and C-R are avoided as these generate the most amounts of potential impact between the two Airports which will require simulation and procedures developing between
the two units




| object to all of the combinations in the document.

Changes will severely disrupt our lives as planes will be flying extremely low directly over our gardens which is bad enough at the moment very disturbing in the summer and I'm
sure it will lower the value of our homes




| don’t want to be breathing in your fumes.




The traffic over bromborough is acceptable at the moment with the exception of a few flights which are for some reason heard over the TV with windows closed.




These changes will have a significant impact in the lives of people in my area

| wold like to see a full range of possible flightpaths not just these limited choices




| live right under the flight path and have been blighted by it for years why should South wirral take even more noise than before?

The gentleman we bought our house from had had a previous buyer pull out as the prospective buyers didn’t like the amount of air traffic over the house. Any more air traffic
would affect house prices as well as mouse and air pollution.

There seems to be a limited choice of options




Keeps aircraft over the river

Appears to have the least impact on Wirral residents

| support the combination A-R (rather than the preferred combination A-N) because it allows for expansion at Liverpool Airport in line with airspace change in relation to
satellite navigation while at the same time minimising impact on densely-populated areas under flight paths










| am very upset that | have only just heard about these proposals and feel that as we are currently in lockdown isolation | cannot do much about it and the closing date will have
passed.

No




The options do not offer an acceptable degree of choice - Can residents be given the full range of possible flightpaths and not just the limited options in this consultation? -
Each option has a significant negative impact on Wirral residents

No comment




This is the best option for Wirral residents




It will have a adverse effect on wellbeing of my family my pets.




| think it will be nice sitting in my garden plane watching

Na




It’s a disgrace that you think it is acceptable to have all air traffic coming over only one specific area of the Wirral peninsula. There are numerous other air routes over the
peninsula and as such air traffic such be evenly and fairly distributed over all areas of the peninsula as opposed to just one.

Did not have current map to compare

To many combinations, very confusing. Also i could not find any figures for the increase in air traffic.




Most options will have a significant negative impact on Wirral residents

All approachs over Bromborough are at least 200m further north than they should be. Why can | see regulalry aircraft approaching closer to Spital than they should be? This
needs to be resolved

| have no objections whatsoever.




Appears to have the least impact on Wirral vresidents




Thia combination seems to have least impact on Wirral Residents

Please dont fly over residential areas

The flight path should not be changed. Enough planes already fly over causing enough pollution




Bromborough has already put up with an increase in the past. It needs to be altered as it does effect our wellbeing .

This is simply too complex to go through here. As noted below, the increase in noise on the Wirral is not acceptable.




Noise and Safety are my biggest concerns. To expect a significant increase in frequency of aircraft could make living under the constant noise uncomfortable for me and my
family and would ruin our ability to utilise our outside space




DANGEROUS C Tranmere Oil Terminal at 1000 feet & NP&R skirting Stanlow Oil Refinery




Every combination will increase traffic over my property

As above.

n/a




| do not understand why Combination C was kept despite responses from an earlier consultation. Given the historic flight paths presented on the document it's evident that LILA
were not averse to early right turns following take off from Runway 27 in the past so it's not clear to me the reason why that should no longer be the case and subsequently

cause a greater impact on the communities of the Wirral

We do not want this change




If the proposal goes ahead, the air and noise pollution would be highly detrimental to the health, quality of life and property values of families like mine on the proposed flight
path. Eastham, in particular, already suffers disproportionately from air and noise pollution due to proximity to the A41 and M53 and the gas terminal at Eastham docks.




Too much air traffic increase over the wirral




Narrower flightpaths on unfair on those affected. They should be as dispersed as possible to spread the noise pollution and reduce the impact on one area only




| do not wish to have more aircraft flying over my home, the extra air pollution,excess noise that comes with living under a busy flight path day and night is not acceptable.




| object to only one area receiving all the traffic

This is the least impactful and i support










CN CP and CR options are all unaccectable because the C take off option flies over the Wirral at R 27 SID AGGAR , unacceptable noise pollution to Wirral residents and not the
preffered choice of LILA anyway. LILA introduced the R 27 SID AGGAR AR option following consultation with stakeholders (para 4.3.1 refers and this should be honoured, the
concerns of the local population must overide operational considerations. Option AN -- 09 SID CAVEN take off route - loops over the Wirral residents causing unnecessary noise
pollution. the AR SID CAVEN altenative loops over the marshes and climbs over the river Mersey not causing as much noise pollution for Wirral residents. LILA has cited possible
operational difficulties with Hawarden traffic for the 09 SID CAVEN OPTION c/f 09 SID CAVEN alternative used by the AR option. The possible operational difficulties should not
overide the well being of the local population surrounding LILA. The local population already endures excessive noise pollution from the airport. AP -- the same objection to 09
SID CAVEN take off as AN. Using 09 SID CORKA OPTION instead of SID CORKA is acceptable. Option AR minmises the noise pollution for Wirral residents and other Mersyside
residents and is the best of the options and is supported, but please see my comments below about the limited scope of the consultation.

Object to any proposal which would increase the volume of air traffic overflying Bromborough area,particularly on take off.




The proposals are pushing all the air traffic over Bromborough, where | live, which will increase my air and noise pollution. It is ridiculous to push everything over one area
rather than spreading it out as it currently works.

Not informed on any of this wirral




Huge greenhouse gas emission increase

Unnecessary extra noise over east side of wirral




na




A-R looks like the less disruptive option for Wirral residents.




| strongly object to the new flight paths because of noise and pollution to our area in Bromborough, it should be fairly shared between Liverpool & other areas of Wireal.




R options may offer "least worse" environmental impact on Wirral residents




N/a

A full written explanation of the concerns of Manchester Airport have been provided in a letter sent directly to Liverpool John Lennon Airport

These combinations are highly undesirable because the planes will fly at a low altitude of 1000 feet overland from Bromborough to Rock Ferry, (a quiet residential area), when
there is an acceptable alternative available that follows a route away from the land and up the River Mersey.




No routes should be approved over Wirral. All flights should fly over the rivers if poss

Disgraceful should not have been brushed under the czrpet

This will addverily affect wirral resitance




It has been difficult to provide any responses to the above, as we feel we have not received sufficient information.

Insufficient information provided at local level for residents to view and understand all of the potential impacts of these proposal.

The options do not offer an acceptable degree of choice. Can residents be given the full range of possible flightpaths and not just the limited options in this consultation




The use of RWY27 will increase noise and pollution over south wirral

| do not want flight path over wirral







The combinations appear to overfly areas that are the least densely populated and affect less residents within the Borough

The noise levels are likely to exceed acceptable levels.And aircraft are allowed to fly at unsociable hours inbound and outbound into JLA




This would make my life awful




see attached pdf

how about trying to reduce air travel, the massive C02 footprint it leaves and the damage and noise pollution we already suffer

| live in New Brighton on the Wirral, and although | am aware of some flights in the daytime, | particually notice the aircraft throttling up and down in the evening. Looking at
the already existing flight paths | see these flights are already relatively far away, We defiantly don’t want them any closer than they are now.




All the options have most significant noise effects on Speke and Hale residents, however residents on the Wirral in Bebington and Eastham areas are also significantly affected.
More attention needs to be given to reducing the noise levels when departing using runway 27 and arriving on runway 09.




We need to move to a completely carbon neutral footprint moving forward post Covid 19.

All combinations appear to direct flights in a narrow band across the Wirral and in particular over Bromborough and Eastham

The UK government and Cheshire West and Cheshire have declared a climate emergency - this is not taken into account

Increased flight route ascending over Bromborough,would lead to increased noise levels and pollution over a populated residential area. Noise level particulary at night with
lower flying




| object to the proposed flight path over Wirral

Do not want flight paths changed to over Wirral due to noise and air pollution




No




We have not been informed of these changes until final day




the options do not offer an acceptable degree of choice - Can residents be given the full range of possible flightpaths and not just the limited options in this consultation? -

each option has a significantly negative impact on Wirral residents - C options impact on residents in Wirral more than A options - R options may offer “least worst”
environmental impacts

This impact on Wirral residents but no acceptable choices . Option C impacts the most on Wirral residents. All options impcts Wirral residents in respect of noise pollution




We need a fair distribution for the city region we live under the current flight path in spital and it’s lovely under the lock dow.n and dread when it goes back to normality ) the
LCR needs to share the pollution and noise

these options do not offer an acceptable degree of choice




The approaches of all combinations.except.Nomsu will take the flight.path directly over large sections of the Wirral causing substation noise pollution and.disturbance to both
the residents and large local RSPB reserve which has a large number of important and of rare birds to the british isles.

Limited range of choice




Noise and pollution

Bad for our wellbeing and way of life

| do not support changes to routes




The lack of strict rules allow pilots particularly Easy Jet to short cut directly over houses in Spital at very low levels, creating a noise problem

This "consultation" is a complete farce. The residents on my street only found out about this a few days ago. If you were being transparent and wanted public engagement
then you would have written letters to those homes affected many months ago. The "consultation" document is deliberately written in a way that most of us could not
understand. We therefore object to these proposals in their entirety because they are not put in plain English. A question we have is: How many flights come over the Wirral
before these proposed changes, and how many for each proposal outlined will there be in the future? - a simple question that if answered in a clear way allows people to make
a choice. A follow on Question is: are you proposing to change the times of day that flights land and take off from Liverpool - are more late night or night flights being
proposed? So, please stop hiding behind jargon that only pilots, ATCs and CAA understand and start talking in plain English that the general public can understand.




This seems to have the least impact on Wirral but all the options seem to be limited and we’re not being given the full choice. Consultation as been very poor.

| object to any further flight s over Spital




These options do not offer an acceptable degree of choice. Can residents be made aware of the full range of possible flight paths and not only those suggested in this

consultation? All options wil have a negative impact on Wirral residents. The R option appear to have the slightly less negative impact on the environment and option AR
appears to have the least negative impact on Wirral residents.

N/A

All of the options which include Combination C for Runway 27 should be rejected. This is because SID AGGER takes flights unnecessarily over the Wirral, particularly having
flights immediately above Port Sunlight which is a major tourist attraction as well as a key site of works.

The consultation document cannot be found on this website and | am directed to this form only. Why?

Of course | object to any changes




All combinations include Approach Runway 09 - this would further narroe the corridor across Wirral and thus further focus noise and environmental harm on Wirral households
along this corridor.ld

Your favoured option seems to be the least invasive

| would strongly object to any change without fully understanding the impact. | have been told of a possible increase of flights, and noise pollution, over the local area but at
this point | am not fully aware whether this is correct or not.







Not informed, only knew about this 26 april and only by an email sent by a neighbour




The new C routes seem very unnecessary




C options impact on residents in Wirral more than A options; R options may offer “least worst” environmental impacts; P options look especially bad




please give residents full range of possible flightpaths and not just limited options all options have significantlly negative effect on Wirral residents

All the combinations have option to fly down the Wirral land area. They should fly over the River Dee and cross Wirral at the least residentially occupied area




After reading the consultation document we strongly object to all proposed changes due to effects of everyday life via increased air traffic, levels of noise, air pollution and Local
residents /people’s wellbeing. Air traffic noise levels are already unbearable and exceed 72db. Dangerous air pollution levels are already being recorded for the area. Wellbeing
health implications of local residents due to disturbed sleep and respiratory problems due to excessive noise and air pollution. LILA is at present closed as the UK is under
lockdown due to the Covid-19 pandemic, in which the aviation industry without doubt was a major source in spreading this tragic virus worldwide via air travel. Due to
lockdown at this tragic and testing time, Hale Village has been given the opportunity of experiencing a return to its former glory, a haven, of clean air, peace and tranquility, as it
once was before being targeted in 1966 by Liverpool Airports new runway and flight path over Hale Village. Silence is golden, No more noise disturbance throughout the day
and night, ability to hold full conversations indoors and outdoors also watch /listen to TV without missing key dialogue. No more disturbed sleep through the night at 12:00,
1:00, 2:00 and even 3:00 AM (leaving a 3 hour sleep gap) re-disturbed at 6:00 AM. We are now experiencing the best sleep in years also our health and wellbeing has never
been so good, amazing what undisturbed sleep can do, despite enduring the Covid-19 lockdown. We are now able to have windows open allowing refreshing fresh air into our
home also sit out and enjoy the garden breathing fresh air and not the vile toxic burnt aviation fuel emissions from the aircrafts of LILA. We therefore will be joyful when the
Covid-19 lockdown ends, but dreading the return of LJLA induced lockdown of our home and the imminent onslaught of aircraft disturbance, noise, air pollution, disturbed sleep
also poor health and wellbeing. We have also heard that large numbers of local communities around the area are also commenting about enjoying the peace, tranquility and
clean air since LILA lockdown. LJLA web site contains the following statement with regards to UK airspace: The Department for Transport and the Civil Aviation Authority plan
to modernise UK airspace in order to deliver quicker, quieter and cleaner journeys by air in and around the UK and to accommodate future aviation growth, with flight paths
having to be redrawn in a coordinated way. The real reason for the above statement primary seeking airspace changes is without doubt down to the CAA and the aviation
industries stated media release, regarding increased air traffic growth predictions of 70% over the next three decades. Therefore inducing grave environmental impacts of even
more air and noise pollution from an unregulated polluting industry, hiding under the ploy, offsetting umbrella scandal, having little or no effects what’s so ever to the
environment. So where and how do they get quieter and cleaner journeys is beyond conception. So LILA, why insult our intelligence, with the following statement within the
consultation document: We are not seeking to increase existing current available capacity to handle additional volumes of air traffic. Our airspace change is aimed at using new
satellite-based technologies. The above statement is a contradiction to LILA Master Plan 2030/50, due to containing statements of aspirations for expanding runways to
accommodate larger aircraft associated with transatlantic /international flights, including opportunities of providing vast new destinations, therefore without doubt clear
intensions in increasing existing current available capacity to handle additional volumes of air traffic, therefore bringing ever increasing volumes of air traffic, and all the

After reading the consultation document we strongly object to all proposed changes due to effects of everyday life via increased air traffic, levels of noise, air pollution and Local
residents /people’s wellbeing. Air traffic noise levels are already unbearable and exceed 72db. Dangerous air pollution levels are already being recorded for the area. Wellbeing
health implications of local residents due to disturbed sleep and respiratory problems due to excessive noise and air pollution. LILA is at present closed as the UK is under
lockdown due to the Covid-19 pandemic, in which the aviation industry without doubt was a major source in spreading this tragic virus worldwide via air travel. Due to
lockdown at this tragic and testing time, Hale Village has been given the opportunity of experiencing a return to its former glory, a haven, of clean air, peace and tranquility, as it
once was before being targeted in 1966 by Liverpool Airports new runway and flight path over Hale Village. Silence is golden, No more n




After reading the consultation document we strongly object to all proposed changes due to effects of everyday life via increased air traffic, levels of noise, air pollution and Local
residents /people’s wellbeing. Air traffic noise levels are already unbearable and exceed 72db. Dangerous air pollution levels are already being recorded for the area. Wellbeing
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once was before being targeted in 1966 by Liverpool Airports new runway and flight path over Hale Village. Silence is golden, No more n




It is wholly unfair to route all take offs and landings using one flight path when that path is a particularly high density urban conurbation. The problems of noise,pollution etc
need to be a shared evil.

| object to overflying of any housing area due to the well known side effects caused by the resultant pollution and associated health risks (both physical and mental).

Increased impact of approx.80% of departures will be directly over Bebington area . Low level acceleration and turn will significantly increase noise and particulate pollution.




Overall | have views on the options which | will list below.However, the fundamental issue is that all the options are more detrimental to the flight arrangements currently
employed due to the unacceptable increase in noise pollution that the new proposals entail.There is a general perception of this in the South Wirral community but | now have
a more specific awareness of the issue following technical input from a contact | have who is well conversed in the aviation industry.However, my understanding is that there is
a technical solutuion to the issue which should satisfy both the needs of the LILA new instrumentation procedures and ensure the continued well being of all the residents who
are overflown by aircraft emanating from LILA, | will detail this option at 12 below. As regards the options at para A.1.1 to A.1.7. options, options CN CP and CR are
unacceptable because the R 27 SID AGGAR option overflies the Wirral and LILA have, in consultation with stakeholders already developed a better procedure at R 27 SID
AGGAR AR where the route takes off over the Mersey and does not overfly the Wirral. LILA must be bound by their agreement with stakeholders who represent the Wirral
community, if a C option was nevertheless adopted by LILA the level of disquiet and the political repercussions would be considerable. But this dos not seem to be a real
problem, it seems LJLA are also not keen on the C option in any event and LILA seem to have included the C options as a matter of form and for completeness. Option A-N is
preferred over optionC-N by LILA and options CP and CR rank 5 and 6 out of 6 in the LILA oreference of alternative schemes . if LILA drop the C options in short oder this would
be well received by the South Wirral community. Of the 3 A options AR is preferable because this option limits the noise pollution for Merseyside residents. The R option (09
SID CAVEN OPTION) loops over the marshes and then back up the Mersey , the N option or P option (09 SID CAVEN) loops over Liverpool and then over the Wirral causing much
more noise pollution than option R. It is accepted that the interface with Hawarden traffic may cause some difficulties but | am sure the view of all the Merseyside residents
would be that they would like LILA to work with and overcome these difficulties to ensure the well being of the communities which surround LILA.

| think there should have been more consultation with residents and the time extended for this consultation to allow for discussion and presentations




General lack of information to public




The Neutral position in relation to A-R is based on the notion that 27 SID AGGER AR is accepted by the CAA as a “legal/complaint” departure path due to its early turn North
after take-off and that the noise levels for A relate to AR and not AN. Whilst this Council appreciates the national context, as presented, is to replace dated equipment with a

new technology, the Council has to be satisfied that the new equipment will work to the benefit of residents. Our key concern and that the way in which it is set up should not
adversely affect areas of the borough where the narrower paths are most likely to operate.

The C's would be over far too densley populated areas of wirral The A's would increase air traffic across the whole of Wirral South which is not acceptable to residents .




No consideration given for residents in the Bebington Area of the Wirral. These routings pass over a Hospice, Hospital and many Schools.

Air travel is environmentally unsound and should be curtailed, before it is too late. These proposals are enablers for future expansion of operations at LILA which will have a
negative impact on many thousands of people living in Wirral and Liverpool. It is time that air travel in general is recognised as a major contributor to the Global Climate Crisis
and dramatically reduced, rather than expanded. John Lennon would be lying down on your runway to try to get you and the rest of the world to see reason.

These facilitate the future expansion of the airport and should therefore consider climate change impact as the Paris agreement




Improper reasoning. \A-R is best except for posdible delays from Hawarden. Given tgat aviation will decline over next 20 years because of climate change isdues thrre will be
fewer delays.




However, the fundamental issue is that all the options are more detrimental to the local population than the flight arrangements currently employed due the unacceptable
increase in noise pollution that the new arrangements entail. There is a general perception of this in the South Wirral community but | now have a more specific awareness of
the issue following technical input from a contact | have who is well conversed with the aviation industry. However, my understanding is that there is a technical solution to the
issue which should satisfy both the needs of the LILA new instrumentation procedures and ensure the continued well being of all the residents who are overflown by aircraft
emanating from LJLA, | will detail this option at 12 below. As regards the options at paras A.1.1 to A.1.7. options CN CP and CR are unacceptable because one of the takeoff
routes overflies the Wirral (option R 27 SID AGGAR) and LJLA have, in consultation with stakeholders already developed a better procedure at R 27 SID AGGAR AR where the
route takes off over the Mersey and does not overfly the Wirral. LILA must be bound by their agreement with stakeholders who represent the South Wirral community, ifa C
option was nevertheless adopted by LILA the level of disquiet in the South Wirral and the political repercussions would be considerable. But this does not seem to be a real
problem, it seems LJLA are also not keen on the C options in any event and they seem to have been included as a matter of form and for completeness. Option A-N is preferred
over option C-N by LILA and options CP and CR rank 5 and 6 out of 6 in the LILA preference of alternative schemes. If LILA drop the C options in short order this would be very
well received by the South Wirral community. Of the 3 A options AR is preferable because this option limits the noise pollution for Merseyside residents. The R option (09 SID
CAVEN OPTION) loops over the marshes and then back up the Mersey , the N option or P option (09 SID CAVEN) loops over Liverpool and then over the Wirral causing much
more noise pollution than option R. It is accepted that the interface with Hawarden traffic may cause some difficulties but | am sure the view of all the Merseyside population is
that they would like LJLA to work with and overcome these difficulties to ensure the well being of the communities which surround LJLA.

Should be dropped




The consultation should be extended to allow Wirral councillors and officers due time to explore this matter once the coronovirus outbreak is over

There are no benefits whatsoever to noise/fuel pollution for those of us who live NEXT DOOR to the airport

While | understand the need for the modernisation of UK airspace, it must be a modernisation that meets the needs of those residents currently affected, and those likely to be
affected in the future, by the operations of LILA. The perceived needs of the airport alone do not justify imposing a detriment to the residents of the areas concerned.




As a resident of Neston, increased overflight concerns me. The noise maps do not seem to extend this far, but daytime noise levels are noticeably reduced at present during the
virus lockdown, making us aware of the current levels of noise.

the decision to completely change incoming routes to solely above Wirral South is absurd and potentially damaging to the Wirral, it's residents and it's wildlife




Overall | have views on the options which | will list below. However, the fundamental issue is that all the options are more detrimental to the local population than the flight
arrangements currently employed due to the unacceptable increase in noise pollution that the new arrangements entail. There is a general perception of this in the South Wirral
community but | now have a more specfic awareness of the issue following technical input from a contact | have who is well versed in the aviation industry. However, my
understanding is that there is a technical solution which should satisy the needs of the LILA new instrumentation procedures and ensure the continued well being of all the
residents who are overflown by aicraft emanating from LILA, | will detail this option at 12 below. As regards the options at paras A.1.1. to A.1.7 options CN CP and CR are
unacceptable because one of the take off routes overflies the Wirral and LILA have in consultation with stakeholders already developed a better procedure at R 27 SID AGGAR
AR where the route takes off over the Mersey and does not overfly the Wirral . LILA must be bound by their agreement with stakeholders who represent the South Wirral
community, if a C option was nevertheless adopted by LILA the level of disquiet in the South Wirral and the political repercussions would be considerable. But this does not
seem to be a real problem, it seems LILA are also not keen on the C options in any event and they seem to have been included as a matter of form and for completeness. Option
A-N is preffered overoption C-N by LILA and options CP and CR rank 5 and 6 out of 6 in the LILA preferences of alternative schemes. If LILA drop the C options in short order this
would be very well recieved by the South Wirral community. Of the 3 options AR is preferable because this option limits the noise pollution for Merseyside residents. The R
option (09 SID CAVEN OPTION) loops over the marshes and then back up the Mersey . The N option or P option (09 SID CAVEN) loops over Llverpool and tnen over the Wirral
causing much more noise pollution than option R. It is accepted that the interface with Hawarden traffic may cause some difficulties but | am sure the view of all the Mersyside
population is that they would like LILA to work with and overcome these difficulties to ensure the well being of the communities which surround LILA.See comments on




Pollution, but mostly imos t of noise on heart and stroke is overwhelming. Cannot put all air traffic in small area. Just unethical.




Overall | have views on the options which | will list below. However, the fundamental issue is that all the options are more detrimental to the local population than the flight
arrangements currently employed due to the unacceptable increase in noise pollution that the new arrangements entail. There is a general perception of this in the South Wirral
community but | now have a more specific awareness of the issue following technical input from a contact | have who is well conversed with the aviation industry. However, my
understanding is that there is a technical solution to this issue which should satisfy both the needs of the LILA new instrumentation procedures and ensure the continued well
being of all the residents who are affected by by aircaft emanating from LILA , | will detail this option at 12 below. As regards the options at para A 1.1. to A 1.7 options CN CP
and CR are unacceptable because one of the take off routes overflies the Wirral (option R27 SID AGGAR) and LJLA have, in consultation with stakeholders already developed a
better procedure at R 27 SID AGGAR AR where the route takes off over the Mersey and does not overfly the Wirral. LILA must be bound by their agreement with stakeholders
who reprsent the South Wirral community , if a C option was nevertheless adpoted by LILA the level of disquiet in the South Wirral community and the political repercussions
would be considerable. But this does not seem to be a real problem, it seems LILA are also not keen on the C option in any event and they seem to have been included as a
matter of form and for completeness. Option A-N is preferred over option C-N by LILA and options CP and CR rank 5 and 6 out of 6 in the LILA preference of alternative
schemes. If LILA drop the C options in short order this would be very well received by the South Wirral community. Of the 3 A options A-R is preferable because this option
limits the noise pollution for Merseyside residents. The R option (09 SID CAVEN OPTION ) loops over the marshes and then back up the Mersey , the N option or P option (09 SID
CAVEN) loops over Liverpool and then over the Wirral causing much more noise pollution than option R. It is accepted that the interface with Hawarden traffic may cause some
difficulties but | am sure the view of all the Merseyside population is that they would like LILA to work with and overcome these difficulties to ensure the wellbeing of the
communities which surround LJLA.




There is no carbon impact assessment of any of the procedures against our climate change targets and so | am objecting because of this omission

Especially bad

They do not take into account effects on climate change or pollution




Wider choice of options to be made available with the full range of possible flight paths being shared publicly







Individual aspects Individual aspects comments

All Find a better route in and out of LILA







09 Departs - SID Agger

The Agger SID to the south needs to be tighter turn so its 100% over the river

All

See above




n/a

n/a




Re preferred option N for
09 route

This route should fly over Frodsham marshes but will be close to Frodsham town
centre so will be interested at how close and low these flights are and the
associated noise levels.




see above

No

No

| would have thought we would be reducing flying due to the climate change and
to meet the targets in the future.

Air pollution

We need to decrease air pollution




27,9 Flights are directly above Heswall. Why not fly down the Mersey as is the custom
in European locations. | assume it saves on aviation fuel.
All Maps are very small and difficult to interpret




has impact on Hawarden airspace been considered within these changes?

no

No comment

All

Living in the area already has a departmental effect on our health regarding
health issues eg polution, also the noise polution is horrific.




N,P,R Flights over Welsh border unnecessary other routes available

In general Far too many paths over Liverpool conurbation and Wirral peninsula. A
“roundabout” should be created to the west of the Wirral peninsula, with routes
heading north-west (for northbound traffic), west (for westbound), south-west
(for southbound) and south (for eastbound). Two parallel corridors (E and W)
should run over the less populated part of Wirral and provide access to and from
the airport . Paths to and from Hawarden could be integrated into the gyratory
system above N Wales. .

No




All

I am a professional airline pilot who lives on the Norley area. Whilst the initial
plans look beneficial to me regarding the Vegun arrival transitioning south of my
village, it must be stressed to all especially non professionals who live in the area
that these arrival procedures will quite literally never be used. All traffic into U.K.
airports are given an arrival, which is often followed up until a certain point, then
in my opinion 99%+ moves into radar vectors. Here the controller is in control of
the aircraft, low level arrivals and transitional procedures are rarely flown and the
vegun procedure will be no different. At some point (probably before vegun) a
radar controller will pick off arriving traffic and for it in with other traffic or in the
case of liverpool offer a visual approach. This is where our noise levels enhance
as traffic will take a direct route and descend causing more noise to surrounding
areas. The way traffic arrives into Liverpool from the South would not be allowed
in other parts of the U.K. as most major airports use constant descent arrivals
(here traffic must always be descending) this cuts noise dramatically. For some
reason Liverpool seems exempt from this technique and arriving aircraft fly level
for prolonged periods. If | fly my aircraft level into Manchester my company
would be fined. These procedures do not mention the use of CDA’s and must be
amended to include them. Noise differences between a jet seceding and flying
level is dramatic and the constant level flight above rural cheshire is shameful.
Please look into this as CDAs are industry standard everywhere except LPL.
Please also accept my apology for the poor spelling/grammar as this reply was
sent using an iphone and a tiny text box. The comments section is inadequate.
Regards Captain Simon Hill.

No




Procedures NP & R:

Procedures N and P involve aircraft departing runway 09 being placed on
reciprocal tracks (depending on their SID) during initial climb over densely
populated areas. This phase of flight involves increased workload for the pilots to
ensure complete accuracy of flight profiles. Additionally not all aircraft have the
same performance capabilities, therefore these reciprocal routings surely have
potential for conflict. Any possible conflict would have to be avoided on the
ground which would lead to delay at the holding point for the second aircraft
prior to take-off. Procedure R provides complete separation of aircraft when
departing runway 09.

A-N/C-N

Does not take account of the disruptive effect of flights over areas which have low
levels of background noise.




All

The height is not high enough, we do not need more air noise and pollution over
our properties

as above

as above










NO No

A CN,P,R See submitted letter

Where can | read te You should be aiming to make flying a disappearing venture. The world cannot
proposals with out several|take much more of it

hours of study - there isno
simple explanation

VERGUN route Why are you funnelling all flights on VERGUN route over Delamere Forest (where
people go for peace and quiet) and rural areas. Why not move further south away
from the forest and on the line of the dual carriageway where the additional noise
will not be as significant.

all Need to reduce air flights to aid pollution, noise and carbon emissions. Post
covid19 there will be a reduction in airflights




All Alternative flight paths should be considered which do not pass above peoples
homes.

Change of flight path on  |More noise on the wirral. More polluting fumes
leaving and returning. Shd
be looking to discourage
flying imo

All Technological advancement follow pecuniary motive , here the traveller will
contract to abuse the local population in every aspect , chemical output from
exhaust fumes can no doubt be captured and contained but not at anything like a
viable cost. The cost is Bournemouth by those who choose not to fly . The modern
world does not need flight travel in anything like the current level. Technology
provides alternatives for most commercial situations. Coronavirus provides an
example a timely example of the cost to society of increased travel




No




All.

You have deliberately made this whole process difficult to understand. Shame on
you.










As above

As above







No

No

N/a




All

As item 10 above.

All

As item 10 above

No to any more flight path over this area




Cc-P

Why change

Given the need to reduce C02 emissions, the number of flights to and from the
airport should be reducing in the near future. Plans for new routes suggest an
expectation that flights will increase.

No

None




No comment

consultation

No consultation meetings with communities affected. Residents not informed of
consultation meeting. Communities to be affected not informed of the
consultation in a public and timely manner.




No

all

more unacceptable noise, more unacceptable pollution, less quality of life







None




All planes flying over
Bromborough.

Destroying lives keep to the balanced flight paths that have been used.




No

None

Less planes traveling over the wirral




All proposals

It appears grossly unfair that all flight paths now involve Bromborough rather
than being disbursed across the Wirral. An increased use of the Mersey would
have less impact on people through noise and environment




You have not presented the proposed changes coherently.

All The options presented are very limited and the reasons behind the options are
not explained nor substantiated fully.
all Leave things as are




night flights and volume of |please do not increase night flights and do not expand airport as increased
flights volume is not suitable for this airport location in the middle of the city region

Why are people and their representatives being "consulted" through an overly
dense and rushed procedure?




night flights and narrower
flightpaths

night flights are undesirable for Wirral residents. Narrower flightpaths are unfair -
the load should be shared out.




No

The consultation It was so low key as to be almost missed by everyone. Doesn't seem very fair
questions. The consultation paper is daunting to say the least, precluding
responses from all but the most determined.

Unable to comment.







Directional route changes |Will have a massive impact on protected wildlife of every description on the
Wirral peninsula due to the massively increased changes cutting across the area
as opposed to flying around it at present. Also huge increase in pollution to more
built up areas from the aircraft due to the new proposed routes.

Too concentrated over populated areas.




We should be flying less for the benefit of the planet




In reality there seems to |As per Which procedures.
be little difference
between any of the
procedures relative to
arrivals.




all

each option has a significantly negative impact on Wirral residents




See above.




All

From what | can determine all combinations lead to a disproportionate increase in
flights over the Wirral.




All of them

Can local residents be given the full range of possible flightpaths and not just the
limited options in the consultation??

The options do not offer
an acceptable degree of
choice

Can residents be given the full range of possible flightpaths and not just the
limited options in this consultation?




The increase of day flights |This area suffers enough already from JLA noise and air pollution. It’s been
so dramatically and wonderful to have a respite from this during the pandemic. How would your
proposal of night flights. [families greet such proposals?

All Information is not easy to understand-is this deliberate?




A-R

seems to have the least impact on Wirral residents.

Wirral cannot support this volume of planes flying over,it will go directly over a
beautiful country park and a peaceful residential area




This will be awful to people living in Wirral

Narrower flightpaths seem m-uch more unfair on those affected. It wo-uld be
better to keep flightpaths as wid-ely dispersed as possible to reduce the - impa-ct
on residents, although any increase i-n disturbance anywhere is problematic




The options do not offer
much choice.

As above

Generally

Too many flight paths over Wirral and particularly Wirral South







NA




I am on the flight path and
think to many aircraft go
over my house as it is.

Am on flight path.




All

The consultation, so called, is a sham as it has had no profile of any form. At the
very least, all affected households should have been contacted by letter.




Increase flight traffic

Let’s protect the planet the people & our area ahead of greed & pollution

Every one




No

The whole Consultation
processs.

The Consultation process should be extended until after the Coronavirus epidemic
has ended and things gets back more to normal. Otherwise you could be accused
of unfairly "pushing it through" without full and proper consultation.




No

Less night flights over
Wirral

Will affect us with increasing flights and routes




the options do not offer an acceptable degree of choice




West/north and south
bound paths

There Is a large focus on these paths being across bromborough/bebington/raby
mere. The current levels are enough and it shouldn't be that more flights are sent
over these areas

All

An acceptable degree of choice is not offered. Residents should be given the full
range of possible flight paths







We have enough noise
pollution

Not Answered

Not Answered

All of them

| don’t want to listen to planes flying directly over my house 18 hours a day.




Flight paths Strongly object

Poor consultation with Only just found out about these proposals
local people




no

There is allready an Please consider altenate flight paths that would go over sea or motorway areas
increase in the noise and | [rather than residential. Increased noise would disturb shift workers sleeping in
imagine air. Pollution over [the day and children in the evenings this could also have a negative impact on
wirral south in the last 20+ |future house prices in and around the area having a negative economical as well
years | have lived here as Environmental effect on the are

All







No

No

No

No




all flightpaths over
residential areas

Why should residents of the Wirral be subjected to more noise and pollution

All

All options are unacceptable. The majority of flights to a Liverpool airport should
not be routed over Wirral. The Wirral does not need any further aircraft noise and
pollution.




The missed approach
holding pattern

The holding pattern being near hoylake is an odd choice. | feel like it's either a
little too far away or not far enough. It looks like its trying to be offshore but it's a
little too close. But then its actually quite far from the field in the first place,
which is also odd. Maybe look at other areas, like the industrialised areas around
runcorn, which are also closer.

All

The substantial increase in Air traffic directly about my property will severely
impact on my families quality of life and also impact on the value of my property




all

should have been an enquiry as its in liverpool make the path over liverpool we
do not want it over here

No







with the exception of the 27 AGGER and AGGER AR SIDs, all of the procedures will
have an operational impact between Hawarden and Liverpool airports which will
need to be assessed by ATC simulations and suitable mutually agreed procedures
developing. Ideally, the simulator assessments would have been made before
commenting on this consultation however COVID-19 restrictions prevent this. As
such Hawarden ATC on behalf of Airbus are supportive of the proposal on the
condition that Laiverpool ATC undertake to include Hawarden ATC in simluations
of the proposed SIDs and Arrival transitions in all runway varitions and typical
traffic conditions and further undertake to jointly develop ATC procedures
between to be agreed by both units.




All

The changes are loaded in favour of the airport developments, this so called
‘consultation’ has been unbelievably under publicised, (some local councillors
representing affected communities were unaware of it).

No

No




| don’t want to be breathing in your fumes.




Many

The proposals are complicated and unclear what is changing in a specific area.
How much increase there will be in order of noise and frequency. Frequency

being the main concern, would there be an increase in number of flights overhead
and if so hy how much. Would noise levels increase and if so by how much. What
will you propose to allievate any increase to households affected by the proposal.

Increase in any traffic is
unnecessary




All

The increase in night traffic is particularly concerning

Why were we not told
about this until the last
moment. Night flights will
be especially negative

Why the need to change at all




Process

Lack of meaningful consultation and the impact of noise pollution on the areas
effected. Also the possible expansion of LILA routes that this new system will
facilitate.




no

AN; CN; CD;AP; CD;CR

Each of these options have a negative impact on Wirral residents. C options more
than A option P looks particularly bad




no




Flights should be allocated to fly over all.people not some. Port sunlight is a
heritage conservation area.




considering the effect the proposal has on the Wirral population, it has been not
widely enough advertised

No

No




Lack of public Expansion of any sort is likely to have negative impacts on Wirral residents in

communication of terms of noise pollution. The Night flights will be most problematic and concerns
publication of consultation|should be raised about any intention to increase these over Wirral. - Narrower
survey and residents' flightpaths seem much more unfair on those affected. It would be better to keep

opportunity to comment. [flightpaths as widely dispersed as possible to reduce the impact on residents,
although any increase in disturbance anywhere is problematic.




No







Na

Na




No




Night Flights

Night flights will would be a problem and concerns raised about any intention to
increase flights

No




If it's not broken it doesn't need fixing.

| will support AR

The comment is the same as given in question 10




this is a choice between
bad and diabolical




Increased air pollution

Wirral is known to have one of the highest levels of asthma in the UK this will
make it worse !







ALL

Flight paths for Runway 27 SID AGGER would fly directly over Tranmere Oil
Terminal with its massive crude oil storage tanks, and the oil tankers which dock
there regularly with their huge cargoes of crude oil, and would be flying at a
HEIGHT OF close to 1000 FEET. Flight paths for Runway 09 SID AGGER would fly
very close to and around to Stanlow Qil Refinery and all its attendant hazards and
potential for a major and catastrophic incident. Runway 09 SID CAVEN shown in
Fig 21 on page 24 loops round Widnes then over Liverpool and appears to be
aiming for straight above Tranmere Oil Terminal. Runway 09 SID CAVEN option
avoids flying over Tranmere Oil Terminal but loops quite close to Stanlow QOil
refinery and then flies over Eastham Qil terminal. Proposing such dangerous low
flying flight paths seemingly exhibits either an ignorance of the top tier COMAH
(Control of Major Accidents Hazards) sites on, and or, close to the Mersey
estuary, or a disregard for public health and safety and the human and
environmental catastrophe that would result from just one aircraft failing and
crashing into one of these major hazardous sites, or indeed from low flying
aircraft crashing into any of the densely populated urban areas they would be
flying over.




Comments as per
Question 10 are
applicable.

As above.

n/a

n/a







no







This whole consultation

Flawed. Not advertised to residents. Explanation of impact of changes almost
impossible to find.







| object that there will be more air pollution & noise pollution







no




See above




Noise and air pollution
over Bromborough

The proposals are pushing all the air traffic over Bromborough, where | live, which
will increase my air and noise pollution. It is ridiculous to push everything over
one area rather than spreading it out as it currently works.

We do not want night flights over wirral







NO

NA










All proposed procedures

All proposed combinations have greater affect on Wirral noise and air pollution




A full written explanation of the concerns of Manchester Airport have provided in
a letter sent directly to Liverpool John Lennon Airport

The Runway 27 Sid Agger
Route

This route is included in CN, CR & CP proposals and should be rejected because it
will create additional noise/pollution over residential areas in the Wirral as the
main flight path from LILA ascends directly over Brombrough and then travels
north overland up to Rock Ferry across a largely residential area.




There has been almost no [The consultation process must therefore be restarted in a more transparent and
attempt to formally public way

engage with Wirral
residents or the Council

Why did we not get Disgraceful
confirmed about these
proposals properly

Combination More choice would be good (if possible)




Our comments are noted in the attached document below.

Provide clear information for residents to view.

Each option has a
significantly negative
impact on Wirral residents

. C options impact on residents in Wirral more than A options e R

options may offer “least worst” environmental impacts e
especially bad

P options look




Proposal will increase air traffic over Wirral by twice as much




HOW SAFE IS THIS NEW TECENOLIGY




All the procedures All of the proposals deliver an improvement to both noise and air quality when
compared against the baseline however when examining the detail procedures A-
N and C-N result in the least impact upon our residents and hence our support.

| do not want anymore
flights over Bromborough
and Eastham







see attached pdf

see attached pdf




No

Please see Q 13




All procedures

We already have too much air travel and the new proposals to force even more
travel routes through airspace above both Liverpool and especially the Wirral is
retrogressive and does not match environmental concerns. We do not need
more routes, more flights, more air and noise pollution. Stay home, stay safe and
protect the planet!

All

The need for change has not been proven therefore the change appears political
and not based on merit

Aviation needs to decrease for the planet’s future - both in terms of the climate
emergency and the possibility of future pandemics




| object to the proposed
flight path over Wirral

| object to the proposed flight path over Wirral

No




No

No




Expansion Although not a stated objective of the proposed flight path changes any
consequent expansion would make the harmful impact even worse.
All We need a full list of possible flight paths




Flight path changes Night flights will be most problematic, and concerns should be raised about any
intention to increase these over Wirral. - Narrower flightpaths seem much more
unfair on those affected. It would be better to keep flightpaths as widely
dispersed as possible to reduce the impact on residents, although any increase in
disturbance anywhere is problematic.

Not an expansion more Not been notified
about a new system for
expansion




Make it totally fare don’t
make more noise and
pollution the Wirral has
the brunt of it

Spread the system

Residents over effected area should be given the full range of possible flightpaths
and not just the limited options in this consultation




NOMSU

This appears to be the least impactive to local residents in both noise and air
pollution as in runway 27 transition it comes.in over the liverpool bay
and.docks.area.

Altitude and flight paths

All

Lack of information given




Fly over a less populated site




All

Why isn’t the river used as the corridor for plane in and out off the airport




Unhealthy and noise
pollution

Asthama and no consultation with residents




Potential expansion of
airport and consequent
development of flight
paths.

Any increase in night flights will significantly and negatively impact on Wirral
residents in terms of noise pollution and subsequent disturbance. The use of
narrower flight paths impact on a smaller number of residents. Keeping
flightpaths as widely dispersed as possible would reduce impact on those affected
residents. However any increase in disturbance is a problem to both residents and
the area's bio diversities.

None N/A
No
all Cannot access the proposed procedures

no




Approach Runway 09

All combinations include Approach Runway 09 - this would further narroe the
corridor across Wirral and thus further focus noise and environmental harm on
Wirral households along this corridor.l

C-N, C-P,C-R

seem to be highly invasive to large area of Wirral and unnecessary with A option
maximising use of the river







Not notified of this
procegure

No increase to flights over spital, due to noise, health and wellbeing and risk of
major incidents of residents and school children whose school is on direct flight.
It is bad enough with 30% of air traffic flying over, with noise, pollution and
danger of major incident




C routes

Half of the 8 proposals cross over at Bromborough and travel up to Rock Ferry
before turning right towards Liverpool. Seems completely unnecessary when
there is a perfectly good route running up the middle of the River Mersey.







C,RandP C option more inpact on Wirral Residents than A, R option may offer "least worse"
enviromental impact, P option especially bad

Flying over Wirral No flying over Wirral land except to directly line up for runway 27 at most direct
residential land point.




All

See comments at 10 above

All

See comments at 10 above




All

See comments at 10 above

Trans VERGUN

This is the only procedure that direct affects the parish of Norley. It is essentially
only a change of procedure from land-based to GPS-based navigation. The
flightpath followed is essentially the same for both, but with less likely flightpath
variation with GPS. It seems a reasonable proposal with relatively little overall
effect. We note the new proposal and are neutral about it - neither support, nor
object




No

None of the proposed procedures are acceptable. Keep your airplanes well away
from populated areas.

27 AGGER and 09 CAVEN

Concentrating routes over heavily built-up areas, as well as Tranmere Oil Terminal

ALL

There has been a lack of information and stakeholder awareness of this
“consultation" considered to have a "crucial role in timely feedback" on the
impact of ACP. This is borne out by the limited responses .




See comments on Qul0
and Qu 12

| think there should have been more consultation with residents and the time
extended for this consultation to allow for discussion and presentations




Why are the flights not more in and out over the river to/form the Irish Sea?




All

Combination A-R indicates the lowest noise impacts for Wirral, therefore it is the
option of least objection. In terms of SID WAL and the route NW up the Borough
and SID TEMP2, these departures still give cause for concern given the anticipated
increased impact on certain areas of the Borough such as the Eastham and
Bromborough ward areas as indicated by the modelled average noise contours.
This too correlates with predicted increased event numbers exceeding 65dB as far
West as Thornton Hough. It is assumed that the difference in noise contours on
the Wirral side between both A-N and A-R, despite combination A being present
in both is due to reduced traffic within A-R as a result of integration issues with
neighbouring airports. These concerns are further exacerbated by the potential
increase in disturbance for some resident at night and the Council would further
oppose any increase to night time disturbance or broadening of parameters or
permissions to allow increased traffic in night time hours irrespective of its
precise location.

AN AP AR

concerns that they fly over Clatterbridge Hospital and two Hospices. Concerned re
extra pollution of air in Wirral South




WAL, AGGER, TEMP 2

Initial turn on all 3 departures. The initial turn should be mid-Mersey. No
requirement to turn over populated areas. The consultation indicates it is PANS-
OPS requirement. It is not.

All

Air travel is environmentally unsound and should be curtailed, before it is too late.










Noise and fuel pollution

The proposals do not improve anything at all for those of us who live next to the
airport. As there is no current noise/ fuel emmissions pollution figures how can
we compare the figures given for 2021 /31 are an improvement.

Entire Procedure

Difficult to navigate website. Overly complicated and data heavy consultation,
with very few real options

All

All options appear to have a more detrimental impact on Wirral , particularly the
Bebington, Bromborough & Eastham areas. Of the options, A procedures appear
(AR) to have the minimal impact on Wirral. C& P appear to be significantly worse
than current practices for the quality of life of Wirral residents. R options appear
to be the least worst option in terms of the environmental impact.







See comments on Qu 10 and Qu 12




All. | cannot read all due to
brain trauma . Sorry typos.

As above noise pollution and health impacts. So much research is available on
this.




see comments on Qu 10
and Qu 12




All of them

A-R

The only option | can support

None

None




Options C appear to have
most impact on Wirral
residents

As above, other options should be presented







Reason for objection

Noise

Because my everyday life is being effected by the noise level of the
flights that do exceed 72db and we cannot even have a window open
in our house as a result of it.




There is enough pollution in speke from the airport

These changes are not explained in plain language, also the noise
factors do not consider take off and landing and altitude of flights over
the Wallasey flight corridor. We live in Wallasey and there are flights
landing every 7 mins and it can be loud.

Noise level

| think they currently work and keep air noise to a minimum




| don’t want aircraft noise in my village.

noise pollution.too many low flying aircraft.

Tighter 09 Depart turn on runway 09 and Wider Caven

Currently, flights above E Port/Little Sutton - particularly in the
summer is extremely disruptive to sleep. From 7.00 am onwards we
are woken by the noise from planes above. Although the impact of
changes isn’t explained clearly for the non-specialist to understand, it
appears increased air traffic will impact on my local area - which
contains increased residential areas and heavy industrialised areas on
flight paths. There is no information

We get more than enough flight noise from Airbus in Broughton not
sure why we have to suffer the daily noise from flights to and from
Liverpool Airport.




The additional routes and planes are not necessary.

Too many flights over my house already creating excessive noise

No point in costly changes




The aircraft noise over Norley is already incessant

Affect my quality of life | bought house NOT directly on a flight path

Flying lower over populated areas of Eastham will cause greater
inconvenience to the local population.

Increased noise and visual intrusion of Combination A for R27 in my
locality.




Noise pollution

It should follow the path of the estuary into Speke

N/A

we should be reducing flying or find a more environmental friendly
solution to reduce our carbon footprting

No information is available about the proposed changes

Noise and pollution and not acceptable when country needs to reduce
its impact on climate




Noise and pollution

Quite simple, we have enough air and noise pollution as it is. Why give
us more? This is more about making even more money (greed) for the
shareholders. More people = more car charges for picking up and
dropping off.

The 09 departures potentially being routed over widnes built up area.




Increased noise levels and pollution over farmland affecting animals
and my health

the noise the polution and roads

noise pollution and health problems




Noise in areas of outandind natural beauty

The whole consultation process is a sham, design to exclude the
public.

Na







Flights flying lower

N/A

A-P,C-P, A-R, C-R - all options but two routes closer to where i live,
although they will be higher over me, there will be a greater volume
of traffic than the other proposed options

Increase in noise




The noise from the planes is deafening, above our properties they
reduce/increase their speed and you can hear the engines screaming
as well as the air pollution this causes, the has been even more
apparent since the lockdown and less flights in the skies

as above







Increased carbon emissions, increased noise, especially for Wirral
residents, increased air pollution from flights and additional road
traffic.

Because of the climate

Should be NO facilitation of air travel expansion

This is an outrage in the time of a climate emergency, and would have
massively negative local implications.




Because a simplified example of what you intend to do has not been
provided

Noise over Delamere forest and nearby rural areas due to low level
flights and circling.

Need to reduce air flights to aid pollution, noise and carbon emissions.
Post covid19 there will be a reduction in airflights




Noise pollution

Noise levels

The increase in air traffic over certain areas will be unacceptable

| believe airport expansions should not be taking place at least until
we start seriously trying to combat climate change. You mention
fewer, larger aircraft

Extremely poor consultation at grass roots of those impacted

Environmental damages




Pollution to the environmental

Because of global warming

Too much pollution and noise for vulnerable groups

Air travel must be minimised if we're to meet global warming targets

Air and noise pollution. Reverberation of buildings due to frequent
low level fights, worse under some weather conditions, ( wind
direction and dampness in the air).).

Increased noise pollution in already polluted parts of Wirral

The air and noise pollution caused by 24 hours a day flights, the
extension in the number of airport runways.




| live in bebington

More flights over Wirral will result in po orer air quality and have a
huge increase in noise pollution. More night flights will have a
detrimental effect on noise in the night which is currently minimal.

Air travel is bad for the environment.

We should be making air traffic greener, given the imminent climate
catastrophe.




The health & well-being of Wirral

| don't want airplane noise and pollution where | live

Pollution and noise

| am against the increase in air traffic, in general and the proposal to
switch to 24hr operations, due to the increase in noise and
environmental pollution. The Wirral already suffers from high
pollution levels and the resulting health impacts and this should not
be increased.

Increased pollution and noise over the Wirral if 24/7 comes into being




These represent an expansion of air travel at the airport and a threat
to our climate crisis

Health outcomes are poor in proposed new routes, pollution from
increased air traffic can worsen these. Proposals were not widely
advertised, approach to consultation is tokenistix and shows lack of
care towards residents

Because of the Climate Emergency and the role of aeroplanes in
increasing Green House gases we should not be increasing the airport




Increased pollution and noise over Wirral areas, where childhood
asthma rates are already high

Increase air pollution

Liverpool region has declared a climate emergency. National
legislation has also been passed putting the climate at the heart of any
decisions. Any policy that will ultimately lead to airport expansion is
incompatible with this.

Every thing is ok at the moment




This will fly over my house, more polution

The UK's Climate Change Commission has demonstrated a significant
reduction in air travel to meet Climate Change Commitments. These
need to be factored into all proposals, but are absent.

Increased noise plus pollution and emissions




| believe that expansion of the aviation industry is not compatible with
a sustainable human presence on the planet.

More noise for the Wirral

Would accelerate climate change

Any expansion is detrimental to the environment

I do not want more air/noise pollution in my area due to health
reasons

Object to any increase in aircraft mouse and perceived overflight
generally and specifically over the Wirral and Heswall

Housing and pollution, the already high about of air traffic affects
roofing ect




They do not support the need to provide a net zero carbon equivalent
emissions economy.

do not want flights over wirral area

we suffer greatly withvarious forms of pollution at ground level, we do
not need more than at present rained down on us

As comment on question 10 above.

| live on LA flight path/s. | am extremely concerned about the prospect
of ANY increase to aircraft numbers and noise during night-time. My
property was built in 2004, so relatively modern, has double glazing &
additional sound proof glazing but when a plane flies overhead during
the early hours, (fortunately quite rare at present), it disturbs my
sleep. It seems inevitable that LA will expand business operations and
| have serious concerns about the impact on the environment: air
pollution& noise on people and impact on animal welfare in protected
areas.

Because there is to much air traffic as it is




Pollution

Would mean more noise and pollution over highly populated area that
already has a lot of pollution from local industry

Seem to want to change the routes to over poorer more densely
populated areas

| have read the professional pilot's detailed comments. Although he is
neutral towards the plans, he does suggest or imply that some
overflown areas will be subject to more noise from a greater number
of flights. | don't think this is acceptable. Noise is a form of pollution
which needs to be tackled like any other.

They will impact environmental and add to global warming




Increase in noise levels

Because you'll be flying 24 hours a day above where | live, | don’t
want the added pollution and noise.

Environmental impact - increased air and noise pollution across Wirral
if there is an increased volume of air traffic, increased traffic pollution
in Liverpool.

i do not want overflights

Noise and environment pollution

increae in noise levels focussed on the Clatterbridge area

Noise and emissions




If I'm reading these proposals correctly, you propose to shift a large
proportion of traffic to routes over the Wirral. This would cause an
increase in noise pollution impacting the area.

In this time of Climate Emergecy air travel needs to be drastically
reduced.

More Routes being flown over the Wirral

see above

Because of the extra noise over the wirral




Will affect highly populated areas

New flight paths over my habit, extra noise and pollution

Increase in noise and resulting air pollution

| live on the Wirral in an area that is opposite LILA. Flights are already
regularly passing over the area. To increase these would have a
significant detrimental affect on the area and environment. In
addition, house prices will be negatively affected - not something that
anyone can afford in the current climate.




More polluting over are heads

We get enough flights over wirral at present. Any expansion would
mean even more noise and pollution over the wirral

More pollution and noise over wirral.

Excessive noise

Noise




Because all flights will pass over my house and lots of flight currently
fly that route

The noise of the Aircraft is bad enough without being directly over us
would be worse. It will affect property prices should the new route go
ahead.

Destroy Bromborough

There is no compelling reason to make any change

it will increase flight noise over bromborough and eastham

Too many homes in one area will be bombarded by planes

adding additional flight traffic over bromorough would not only cause
more noise pollution but impact more on the already problematic
issues with telephone and television signals.




My house is under flight path and it is very difficult to have
conversations in my garden as the flight plan stands. More air traffic
means more noise . This is unfair to place this on us.

The noise will be increased above my home. Eastham, some noise is
tolerable but the increased traffic would be very frustrating

As above

Don’t want more planes traveling over the wirral and don’t wish for
the airport to expand

Affect on the noise pollution in an already industrial heavy area, and
therefore will affect house prices in area and general wellbeing




| live in bromborough which will be impacted

The increased noise and air pollution will be concentrated over a small
area which is not fair on the people living in this area

Environment, noise, pollution

| think there will be more noise

Will ruin the peace of my home

All proposals see large increase in air traffic over Bromborough.




Noise and pollution

We have to breath toxic levels of air pollution already - why add to it?

Aircraft noise will be focused on an unlucky few and this will only
worsen if the planned expansion goes ahead.

As we live in Bromborough

Noise, pollution, loss in value of property, effect on wildlife

There will be a detrimental impact on my local area

We already live right under the flight path of planes coming from and
to LILA, which is just bearable but to increase this number of flights
would lead to more noise and pollution.




They fly over residents when they could fly over the sea more

| do not think that more routes over the wirral would be beneficial
and the increase in noise pollution would be detrimental to both my
health and the health of the area

all combinations would significantly increase air and noise pollution,
badly affecting people and businesses in Bromborough ward and
across the region.




No need for the airport, doesn't benefi the Wirral

they have narrowed the flights paths

Increased Noise over Wirral

| live in Bromborough and I'm happy with the flight path as it stands.
It's acceptably intrusive.




Noise levels

Airports should not be expanded. Flights should be reduced to a
necessary minimum.

The noise pollution 24 hours a day over areas of the wirral




YOU HAVE NOT WIDELY ADVERTISED THE SURVEY FOR
CONSULTATION

Noise is already a problem. Using the garden is not peaceful with all
the aircraft flying over constantly.

Expansion of the airport will increase carbon emissions

Proposals will cause noise and air pollution over the Wirral

I'm not supportive due to more over flights of Bebington it seems the
beacons go and your pilots need to fly over land marks to find d their
way.




As above for the protection of our environment

This will mean more flights above my home causing further noise
pollution and devaluing my property. | would like to enjoy my home

and spend peaceful time in my garden without the constant noise of
low flying planes overhead.

Noise and pollution.

Approach to runway 09




The climate/ecological crisis

Bromborough has enough air traffic

We already get to much air traffic and it’s flying low and noisy and
potentially already over polluting the countryside




It goes directly over my house

Live on flight path

Because my house already had 3-5 flights a day go over the house and
thats enough anymore i wouldnt be able to sell my house

It's difficult to say one way or another because of technical issues
involved.




| do not support any expansion of the airport especially since we are
supposed to be reducing our carbon footprint .

Poorly publicised and very difficult to read consultation document
means very little response is likely. The intention is clearly to increase
capacity as Liverpool Airport; | do not support expansion of air
transport either locally or globally.

Expansion of any sort is likely to have negative impacts on Wirral
residents in terms of noise pollution. This consultation is not about
expansion, but the new systems will help enable expansion.




We have enough anes flying above us already

As far as | can see from the maps, the new routes mean that where |
live will show a significant increase in activity and therefore noise.

Seveerly detrimental effects on Wirral residents.




One flight path would be over Eastham, South Wirral and Rocky Ferry,
which, as | understand, would mean around those areas would be
subject to approximately 80% of the traffic that comes in and out of
the airport. How is that fair for the both the environment and
residents who live in those areas?




All the proposals appear to impact the flight paths over South Wirral

Expansion of any sort is likely to have negative impacts on Wirral
residents in terms of noise pollution. Night flights will be
problematic. Will the number of night flights increase over Wirral.
Narrower flightpaths seem much more unfair on those affected.




I.I be living under the flight path

I’'m a resident and there’s already too many planes overhead

You will destroy the tranquility of South Wirral and put intolerable
noise pollution in a small area. You should have residents’ approval.
Who would approve if they’re unlucky enough to live in this proposed
flight path?

Air pollution/noise/impact on health & well being of people




Too many flights over area already

As above

Information about proposals has not been made easily available to
affected Wirral residents. Pre-lockdown noise levels from planes
already too much.




More noise over my area

The Wirral already takes more than its share of flights for little benefit

to the area as the airport is far away (either tunnel or round trip over
bridge).

Lack of consultation

This is not right so many flights on the same flight path




The proposals disproportionately affect Wirral

Aviation fuel pollution, airtraffic noise,

80% of the flight paths will go over my house, childrens school, our
main green area for recreation (Eastham woods). There will be no
escaping the noise pollution.

You must know that the detailed proposal can mean little or nothing
to a member of the public with no aviation background. The Easy To
Read Summary is hopeless and inadequate - effectively saying we are
changing things and if you want to know what go and read the full
document - doubtless needed for technical proposal, but just a way of
stopping members of the public being able to access any meaningful
information

the options do not offer an acceptable degree of choice




They concentrate over a residential area and will have significant
detrimental impact in that area.




Increased noise and decreased quality of life

| live directly under the flightpath and its bad enough with 30% of
flights going over us. Under new proposals | believe it will be all traffic.

the options do not offer an acceptable degree of choic

Unfair to have majority of flights flying over one area.




| do not want that much air traffic over my house

Too much traffic and pollution concentrated in one are

As the flight path goes right over my house

Many of the routes are over the Wirral much more so than current
flight paths. This will increase pollution over the Wirral/Cheshire and
increase noise pollution.

| live on the flight path now and it’s only just bearable. You can’t hold
a conversation outside when planes are on the final approach.




Because will increase air traffic by at least 80% over Wirral country
park and residential areas

Because they are deterimental.




80% of flights over Eastham woods is detrimental to wildlife, but also
other areas such as Eastham, New Ferry, Rock Ferry have significant
mental health issues so noise and pollution will be detrimental. Dont
forget that some of these areas already have the lowest life
expectancies in the country so pollution will impact even more

This is step back. Let’s protect the planet the people & our area ahead
of greed & pollution

| believe these procedures are aimed at expanding LJLA capacity. | do
not want to see more flights to and from LJLA.




Noise, pollution and devalue of my prooerty

| object due to the likely increased noise and pollution over Wirral

These changes have a very detrimental effect on the residents of
Wirral, especially with regard to increased, noise pollution, especially
at night.

| dont want Wirral covered in pollution

Noise

Pollution and noise pollution




Object to the probable increase in noise and pollution

| do not wish to have increased noise and air pollution overhead. It's
bad enough having aircraft fly over the field behind our home
regularly. We do not want anymore. Can you not fly up the mersey or
up the Dee and then turn over the water near to Runcorn bridge
avoiding built up areas.

This is disgraceful how dare you try and fly planes over my house 30%
is already quite enough!

It will affect us more with the proposals




Narrower flightpaths seem much more unfair on those affected.

Planes will be departing over my road significantly more. I’'m worried
about the noise and the disruption to our lifestyle.

| live directly under the flight path

At present | am sort of happy with the current flight paths




There are enough flights going close overhead around Raby
mere/bromborough

Negative impact on South Wirral residents. .

They will increase noise pollution in my area




The pollution & noise over my family home

Environmental impact

Noise is already enough here

Increase in air traffic noise and environmental pollution over my
house.

Increased noise

We live on the Wirral and we already have aircraft every 6 minutes
flying over us in the high season. We cannot live with the constant
noise and disturbance.

Changes in routes and increased air traffic will cause noise pollution
and distress to those living under the flight path




Noise and environmental pollution

We suffer enough noise pollution

I am on the flight path and noise levels are high already without
adding more noise...also if u are adding more flights this obviously
means flying during the night which will cause more noise. Also I'm
concerned about air pollution..

Not Answered

| am fed up of not being able to sleep at night as they are non stop.

The airport is in Liverpool and yet the people of South Wirral are
plagued by noise pollution, increasing year on year over the last 18
years.




We currently have enough aircraft flying over our house at the
moment and certainly do not need any more noise or pollution in the
Bromborought South Wirral area.

Noise pollution over residential area

Need to be spread out, eastham way is already heavily burdened with
pollution from motorways etc

Flying across my house

The concentration of air traffic in one corridor will be too much for
those affected




Not good for residence mental or physical health nor the economy

Already too much pollution and too many planes going over my house

Noise and air pollution

Noice and extra pollution !!!

We already have 30% of the traffic and it is already loud and intrusive

Because the changes will increase the amount of flight traffic over my
house.

Nouse levels excessive, constant noise. Wirral is a rural area




Resident under flight path, we haven’t been consulted

Disruption to personal space through noise and environmental affects

Increase noise




each option has a significantly negative impact on Wirral residents

| live in Bromborough under the flightpath

There are already a significant number of planes flying over
Bromborough.

Many more flights over Spital

I’'m not supportive for two reasons 1. It puts the majority of the air
traffic over one area not spreading it out evenly across the region and
2. The way this has been done underhand this should have been
lettered through the door of all effected people and voted on we live
in a democracy for a reason

As above, flight paths are not adhered to, low flying aircraft and noise
levels and late night planes, why would | support these proposals to
get more of the same




the Airport is a white elephant and not needed

| think that a 50% increase in air traffic is excessive and will disrupt
the current peacefulness of the area affected by the proposed new
flight path.Noise levels will drastically increase and | think their will be
a negative environmental impact on the area

Increased noise and pollution for Wirral residents

There are already too many flights across the Wirral at too low an
altitude




The noise levels and pollution overhead.

| do not want the flight paths over Wirral that has areas of special
scientific interest so could have an impact on important wildlife plus
it's an area that pays a decent proportion of taxes

See above




the noise 80% will be disruptive to the people living under the flight
path.

Having the flight path changed so that flights are routed
predominantly over the Wirral will have an incredibly negative effect
on those living in the flight path. The noise and disturbance it will
bring to these residents will be considerable. A much fairer method
would be to have a range of flight paths into the airport to avoid
disruption for one group of people.

Pollution air and noise highly populated area

| think the change in route would be detrimental to the air quality in
eastham and we are already hit by the A41 and the m53 motorway
along with 30% of current routes

| live in South Wirral and already have too many planes flying over my
home, the increase in planes from 30% to 80% would be absolutely
unacceptable




As Q10

Consultation with Wirral residents has not been widely advertised,
more routes not shown




Noise




Increase in noise pollution, air pollution, decrease in environmental
quality with resulting impact on human wellbeing and wildlife.

Disturbance

The increase in flight traffic Is too significant an increase from today
and and unfair burden on the residents

Flight path over home




Increased air traffic / noise & environmental impact

They will be over my home and affect my quality of life and that of my
children

Air quality will be even worse than already is and | have asthma

| don’t want to be breathing in your fumes.




Massive increase noise pollution to the wirral

See response to 11. Would any increase affect my direct area.

| am not supportive of the increased air and noise pollution above
Bromborough and Eastham which isn’t good for locals with respiratory
issues.

Flight paths at the moment impact on our lifestyle

Noise & air pollution




They will significantly impact on the lives of me and my fellow
neighbours

Because of the negative effects on both population and environment

Each option has significant negative impact on Wirral residents




| live under the flight path and it is very noisy

As a resident in the flight path , why should. | support an increase in
noise and disturbance than | already have , especially early morning
and late flights!

Local residents

Additional noise pollution over the areas effected and the detrimental
impact on those areas.




Having read the proposals and heard councillor Muspratt's views it
simply does not seem sensible to me to be increasing traffic over
Wirral. If the increase from 30-80% is correct then this will simply
increase noise pollution.

Not very good for people living in Wirral

It is not fair. Narrowing the flight paths will have much more affect on
Wirral residents. The increase in night flights is extremely conerning.




80% of traffic from LILA will go over South Wirral

far too much noise and pollution.

'Modernising' routes and procedures is an underhanded way to
expand the airport.

Eastman already has a disproportionate noise and air pollution level
with both the A41, M53 and Gas terminal. Increased air traffic would
only add to an existing area of high air and noice pollution.




The Wirral's environment will be negatively impacted upon

| don't want extra noise of aeroplane s flying over my house.




It's unfair that one area of the Wirral will be inundated with flights and
the noise and pollution that goes with them and that the rest of the
Wirral will not.

| am already badly affect by low flying aircraft during the day and also
after 23.00 pm, since | am living in Bebington, directly under the flight
path

Do not want my air further polouted




Lack of publicity regarding public consultation. Unfair burden to be
placed on some Wirral residents.

We do not want an increase of air traffic over our homes

Increased air traffic and polution

| do not support all the proposals outlined above but have supported
one as indicated

Noise pollution disruption to life where | live




Because it increases traffic over my house

We do not want night flights to keep us awake at night and we do not
need any more noise than we have now during the day Bromborough
gets a rough deal when it comes to noise pollution off planes.

Noise and air pollution over my home




This will have an extremely disruptive impact on the day to day lives
of myself and my mother. She is severely unwell with a lung condition
and the environmental impact on our area will be unacceptable to us.

Noise

Will impact where | live

This will have a negative impact on our community

The flights will cause noise and other pollution where | live




Our sleep is akready disturbed. You're belching out pollution over an
already deprived area which has many people with medical problems,

Its loud enough as it is.

The noise and pollution across Wirral would be detrimental to the
whole. Area

Noise and air pollution




For the reasons stated above

The routes you are proposing from what i can see, bring most of the
outgoing and incoming flights over the area we live in. | know we have
a flight path over us now, but looking at your proposals the air traffic
would increase substantially over our area. This would cause an excess
of aircraft noise and pollution.

| find the idea of low flying aircraft problematic on respiratory grounds
and especially in light of the current global pandemic. | question also
the timing of the consultation.

Increased air pollution & noise over the Wirral peninsula

Flight's over my home




From my understanding flights will signifificantly increase over Wirral

Increased noise/ pollution for Wirral residents

All Approaches N, P and R




Why don't you leave it as it is

Travelling over Bromborough, Bebington etc is very disruptive in
terms of noise. | don’t believe it is a necessary change.

It is a huge increase in the number of flights and will increase noise
and air pollution to intolerable rates

Noise and pollution flying over where we live

The new routes appear to send as many as 80% of flights over the
Wirral




Noise and pollution

too many take offs over Wirral in all pressure conditions

Danger from increased noise and pollution

Current routing is noisy in bebington and your proposals will increase
it further

Pollution in Wirral & Merseyside’s high without adding to it. Lung
conditions are one of the highest in the country




Noise and light level currently over tranmere

They are not considering the same groups of community. These
people have already had to put up with an increase in the past. We
moved to Bromborough before the change in flight direction. Unfair.

Noise, pollution




Noise and safety




top tier COMAH (Control of Major Accidents Hazards) sites on, and or,
close to the Mersey estuary, or a disregard for public health and
safety and the human and environmental catastrophe that would
result from just one aircraft failing and crashing into one of these
major hazardous sites, or indeed from low flying aircraft crashing into
any of the densely populated urban areas they would be flying over.

Increased noise and air pollution




Sleep deprivation & noise pollution

Because of the heavy impact to groups of residents on the Wirral as
stated in previous question responses. Also, these proposed changes
help facilitate the potential expansion of the airport. We are in an age
where flight travel should be reduced (certainly not expanded) in our
collective efforts to address the climate changes we are already seeing
in this country and around the world.

Noise and Pollution




Combination seems like an unnecessary option which will impact lots
of wirralers.

Because of the planes over Bebington

Flight path pollution and noise




the supposed route flies directly over heavy residential properties.




Expansion of any sort is likely to have negative impacts on Wirral
residents as a result of increased noise levels and pollution. Given the
current Covid19 crisis and climate change and their likely impact on
future air travel is is questionable whether any expansion is required
at all. Air travel is likely to contract in the future both in the short
term and long term. In any event the options do not offer an
acceptable degree of choice. It would be helpful if residents could be
given the full range of possible flightpaths and not just tghe limited
options in this consultation.




Poor consultation, Lack of impact assessment, This consultation tool
gives insufficient space to comment

Pollution

| am concerned that if instrument guided landing is enforced at JLA,
then even at existing air traffic levels, there will be a real increase over
certain areas of my constituency, in particular, Walton, Appleton,
Stockton Heath and Latchford. This part of Warrington is already one
of the heaviest polluted areas in the North West, and | could not
support any move that could make this worse. The impact of noise
would also have further deleteriuos effects on residents, many of
whom already put up with enough noise impact even and current
flight path/approach arranegements




There is no need to change the flight paths used now




the options do not offer an acceptable degree of choice e Can
residents be given the full range of possible flightpaths and not just
the limited options in this consultation? e each option has a
significantly negative impact on Wirral residents e C options
impact on residents in Wirral more than A options e R options
may offer “least worst” environmental impacts e P options look
especially bad e Expansion of any sort is likely to have
negative impacts on Wirral residents in terms of noise pollution. This
consultation is not about expansion, but the new systems will help
enable expansion. e Night flights will be most problematic, and
concerns should be raised about any intention to increase these over
Wirral. Narrower flightpaths seem much more unfair on those
affected. It would be better to keep flightpaths as widely dispersed as
possible to reduce the impact on residents, although any increase in
disturbance anywhere is problematic.

There will be more noise & air pollution to a selected area & more
night flying which is very anti social

Too much noise and pollution over residential areas affecting quality
of life and values




The noise and environmental impact on the Wirral

The increase in air pollution over my house

| am no supportive of an increase in the number of planes passing
over my property. | already endure the noise of planes passing close
over my head in the garden. The noise is so loud it is impossible to
carry out a conversation. In peak season the planes pass right over my
garden every ten minutes. Mostly Ryan air and easy jet planes. Any
increase in the number of planes passing over my property would be
unbearable.




| live on the Wirral and do not want an increase in aircraft noise over
our house or our countryside. | also don't agree with the level of
aircraft pollution and would like to see a reduction rather than an
increase.

Cause too much air pollution over the wirral

The consultation is a sham. | have lived on the Wirral for many years,
and | heard about this propgramme only this week.

nothing just leave it as it is




See answer to QUESTION 10

See above

The Wirral is unique and outstanding and this proposal is just another
example of pollution increasing in the area.




The proposals are pushing all the air traffic over Bromborough, where
| live, which will increase my air and noise pollution. It is ridiculous to
push everything over one area rather than spreading it out as it
currently works.

Would have an affect to my life

Because of noise and air pollution

More noise night flights




Detrimental to Wirral residents.

Noise

This is exactly the wrong time to seek support for additional routes
and greater use of the airport. Covid-19 has demonstrated the
inherentr risks of air travel in spreading the pandemic. Of equal, if not
greater, importance is the need to re-think are dependency on air
travel and climate costs which that entails.

The increased noise pollution over my house. Also concerned about
the pollution of increased air traffic over the house and its
implications on health.




This would increase noise pollution where | live

I live in Rock Ferry and feel there is enough noise pollution in this area
without adding more from extra planes.

This will massively impact local residents. The noise at the current
level is already disruptive. To almost triple the number the number of
flights using this flight path will be deeply disruptive to us as residents.




Of the options suggested, A-R seems to have the least impact on
Wirral residents. It is important to add comments that show that: e

the options do not offer an acceptable degree of choice e Can
residents be given the full range of possible flightpaths and not just
the limited options in this consultation? e each option has a
significantly negative impact on Wirral residents e C options
impact on residents in Wirral more than A options e R options
may offer “least worst” environmental impacts e P options look
especially bad e Expansion of any sort is likely to have

negative impacts on Wirral residents in terms of noise pollution. This
consultation is not about expansion, but the new systems will help
enable expansion. e Night flights will be most problematic, and
concerns should be raised about any intention to increase these over
Wirral. Narrower flightpaths seem much more unfair on those
affected. It would be better to keep flightpaths as widely dispersed as
possible to reduce the impact on residents, although any increase in
disturbance anywhere is problematic.




to many flights ,low flight path,

| am not supportive because Bromborough would have 80% of flights
s overhead, at present we have aporoximately 30% and that is bad
enough, do not need added 50% of noise & pollution.

The increase in air and noise pollution is unacceptable over the area |
live




Too weighted towards Wirral areas where pollution issues already
high

Narrower flightpaths are environmentally unfair on residents beneath
the flight paths

Due to more overhead noise early in the morning and late at night
with a young baby who | have to worry about as well as air pollution.

We do not need more air pollution we already have so much !!




Increased pollution and noise

Leaveitasitis

A full written explanation of the concerns of Manchester Airport have
been provided in a letter sent directly to Liverpool John Lennon
Airport

It is not clear how much more air traffic would pass directly over
Bromborough with the new single flight path proposals. | understand
that Wirral currently takes 30% of the air traffic from LILA and that
under the new proposals this would increase to 80% which would
have a dramatic impact on all residents in the
Bromborough/Bebington area.




Lack of choice given. Significant negative impact on the whole of
S.Wirral, particularly in option P and C

No need to fly over Wirral either inbound or outbound

It's bad enough now

This will affect the air quality, pollution and the noise levels and it’s
very disturbing to residents especially those with small children or
elderly or people with long term health conditions

LILA routes could affect wirral house prices with no benifit to home
owners




These proposal appear to increase the environmental impact on
residential areas, this is difficult to understand when thewirral has
many more open areas over which the routes could fly.

Narrower flightpaths seem much more unfair on those affected.




Increased noise and air pollution

The Airport Master Plan and Strategy is for a considerable increase in
flight traffic and for long haul flights, cargo flights and new runways.
The consultation is base on current traffic which is very misleading.
Any concentrated flight patterns will have a much worse effect than
that which is in the consultation document as this is based on current
traffic.

The Bromborough flightpath is directly over our house it's already
very noisy

Noise pollution

Noise/air pollution over a peaceful area. We just moved from garston
to get away from that




Im against increased air travel

enough flights over the wirral, especially between 10pm and 6am




Noise and pollution

Noise levels and low flying aircraft. Including freight.

| live in Bromborough and am worried about noise and pollution




Live under the flight path

to much noise an pollution

Pollution noise and chemical, increased risk to health

| strongly object in so many ways above

Because | live here and | dont want my 4 year old son breathing in the
toxic fumes this would create.




see attached pdf

Fed up of the noise and being awoken by planes. Planning to pollute
more by increasing flights is not something | support

Flight paths already intrusive. Liverpool airport is a nasty mean
spirited airport, from its parking policy, to its rude staff in the parking
suite office, John Lennon would turn in his grave.




The changes appear to be convenient for the new SID proposals, not
paying enough attention to the impact on Wirral residents.

The concentrate the flight path onto fewer routes meaning more
disruption for people. | am moving to the Wirral imminently and this
will affect my quality of life.

Air traffic pollution is bad for our environment

It causes significant congestion to an already congested airspace

Due to noise and pollution and lots of cancer deaths in this area

Please see Q13




Be progressive- be greener with your policies and don’t just push
flights across the river to ease congestion. Don’t destroy areas which
are currently less polluted with noise and air pollution on the Wirral
to justify selfish travellers. This does not seem caring and suggests
you have not considered the consequences re: global effects of flight
pollution to our planet

The additional noise and pollution over the parts of the Wirral
affected appear grossly out of proportion with any benefits for the
area

Climate Change considerations, as required by the Paris Agreement
are not being considered.

Increased noise, pollution, climate change. There has not been
enough consultation with Wirral




Already noisy and disruptive.

| object to the potential Increase in noise and air pollution

too much noise pollution

Noise and pollution

Noise




Noise over residential area

This would be right over my home and we already have a large
number of planes overhead. To increase to 80% is unacceptable. The
noise and pollution is already high.

Negative impact on Wirral residents in terms of noise pollution. Night
fights will have a major effect on the quality of the way we live.




We have not been given a reason why the flight path has to be
changed to one which will increase the number of flights over Wirral
South and Rock Ferry from 30% to 80%.

Noise pollution above my house

Noise pollution and disruption on private lives of residents

Environmental impact on the Wirral




The consultation procedure has been done with a minimal amount of
publicity. It's underhand.

| live in the area most impacted by the proposed changes.

Flight paths need to be shared




No residents consultation, severe impact to noise and pollution

They need to be well spread

noise and low flights over built up areas

residents are not being given enough information about the proposed
changes, drastic expansion and changes will have a signifcant
negative impact over south wirral residents, this seems particularly
unfair for the flights to be predominantly over one area




The significant noise and.air pollution that these changes will.bring.to
a well.established residential area. In addition there will be a

significant impact on the ecology due to.distrubance of.a.very large
salt.marsh rspb reserve.

Increased noise pollution

Increase noise & environmental impact

Cant have more air & noise pollution over Spital




The options do not offer an acceptable degree of choice. Each option
has a significantly negative impact in the residents of Wirral.

No need for expansion

Too much noise and pollution.

| live in Bromborough

This would be detrimental to those living on flight path but physical
health wise and mental health wise. Also it will have a detrimental
impact on the environment and noise pollution

They appear to result in more flights approaching the airport over the
Wirral, which you would expect would lead to worsened noise and air
pollution




Noise and air pollution

A total lack of transparency and lack of engagement with the affected
residents in the so-called consultation period. A consultation
document that is deliberately confusing rather than talking in plain
English.

Increased noise over my home

Lack of information issued to the public. Local Councillors made aware
of proposals only at the end of last week.




Negative impact on my environment. Affect quality of sleep. Affect
house prices.

Noise

Unhealthy living




Although this consultation is not directly about expansion of the
airport it is my belief  that once these new systems are developed
the basis for expansion is set in place for expansion at a later date. At
a time when there is a global environmental crisis we should not be
making air travel and it's dependence on fossil fuels more viable , we
should be looking at alternative means of transport and use of
renewable energies.

| see the proposals as a Trojan Horse to bring in more flight traffic.

Not happy with flight percentage increases from 30% to 80% over our
arealll

| expressed myself as 'Neutral'

| don't want additional noise over my house

Because of noise pollution




The issue for Heswall residents (and indeed those along the Heswall /
Gayton — Bromborough / Eastham corridor) is your use of runway 09
(due to easterly wind direction), stated as being 30% of the time. Use
of instrument landing approaches concentrate aircraft over Gayton /
Heswall and along a Heswall / Gayton — Bromborough / Eastham
corridor thus flying over many residential properties. Additional issues
are: *Bircraft movements are not evenly spaced out but happen in
clusters of activity in morning, lunch, evening and night groupings.
*RlILA operates a 24 hours a day policy. *Basterly winds often occur in
periods of good weather when residents wish to be out enjoying their
gardens. efour noise contour maps use LAeq,t=16hours and
LAeq,t=8hours for day and night time operation, respectively. This
may be the accepted standard but it relates to a time average and
hence does not truly reflect the disturbance caused over the morning,
lunch, evening and night groupings.

N/A







The no of flights at present cause enough disturbance to this area of
spital and t o increase it from 30 to 80 % is unacceptble.

Environmental grounds

Lack of consultation Negative impact on Wirral. Not given enough
options




The main reason is that in the areas that the rerouting covers the
community that our Association covers a good percentage are in the
50 plus age group. Because a number of our community do not use
the internet they don't have an opportunity to give themselves a
voice. Therefore on their behalf their main objections would be an
increase in noise, flights would be lower, which would/could have an
underlying effect on their health and well being. A lot of the elderly
have issues and the possibility of increased noise concerns them. A
number of them were not aware of these potential changes, and
there has been no mail drop. A lot feel they are being airbrushed out.

Noise/sleep

The consultation is null and void since it does not include climate
change considerations are required by the Paris agreement, as
reinforced by the High Court in the case of Heathrow expansion.

See above

Airports should not be expanding at all




Impact of aviation on climate emergency

The noise that residents of Spital and Bebington will be subjected to
from the change in the flight paths, is completely unacceptable. It will
disrupt the sleep of children and babies which will have a detrimental
effect on their mental health and education. It is completely
unnecessary to change the current flight path.

Increased noise over residential area

Expansion of any sort is likely to have negative impacts on Wirral
residents in terms of noise pollution. This consultation is not about
expansion, but the new systems will help enable expansion. Night
flights will be most problematic, and concerns should be raised about
any intention to increase these over Wirral. Narrower flightpaths
seem much more unfair on those affected. It would be better to keep
flightpaths as widely dispersed as possible to reduce the impact on
residents, although any increase in disturbance anywhere is
problematic.




Expansion will have negative impact on Wirral residents in terms of
noice pollution.

Oversight is already very poor. The aircraft already do not fly where
they are supposed to, they fly over wirral from all directions, they are
supposed to fly down the River Dee and then across Wirral over a
specific route.

This area of Wirral is already heavily impacted by noise and pollution
from LILA.




See comments at 10 above

See comments at 10 above




See comments at 10 above




Us described above.

it is contrary to the spirit of the declaration of a global climate
emergency. The consultation does not include climate change
considerations as required by the Paris agreement, as reinforced by
the High Court in the case of Heathrow expansion.

Noise and pollution over bromborough Is rediculous and there should
be no aircraft flying into or from the airport over this route.

Because they directly impact people living under the flight path

The reduction of noise and improved air quality since the impact of
Coronavirus supports the concept of limiting AirTravel in general
despite marginal gains of SIDs and IAPs




The Wirral residents are expecting that the new procedures would be
neutral in terms of noise pollution over the Wirral and generally over
Merseyside but this is not the case. In particular the two new
procedures that LJLA wish to introduce at R26 SID AGGAR and R 27
SID WAL are much more detrimental tothe local population in terms
of noise pollution than the present arrangements. | think LJLA should
address the concerns of residents and meet their expectations by
making changes to the proposals which do not increse the noise levels
over the Wirral

I think there should have been more consultation with residents and
the time extended for this consultation to allow for discussion and
presentations




It would increase noise pollution

The total lack of engagement by LILA in this process. Residents like
myself that are directly or in the close proximity to any changes
suggested or otherwise should have been informed in writing of this
whole matter/issue along with details of how the consultation would
be carried out. | only got to here about this consultation on Friday the
24th April 2020 by word of mouth. In addition to this | find that two
Public Meetings have taken place and not one of them in my area? An
area that LJLA by all means seems to favour as the best option in their
interest.




Ultimately they increase noise levels for some Wirral residents. There
is an underlying assumption that quieter aircraft and improved
technology will compensate for this. The type of aircraft, their origins
and destinations, remains a factor which cannot be fully accounted for
currently.

Too much concentration on the Wirral




Expansion of airports is directly contradictory to tackling climate
change

Noise. The proposed routings pass over a Hospice giving end of life
care as well as passing over highly populated areas. There is an
alternative but requires further consideration by LILA.

Air travel is environmentally unsound and should be curtailed, before
it is too late.

These facilitate the future expansion of the airport and should
therefore consider climate change impact as the Paris agreement




There appears to have been little publicity given to the consultation
procedure.

The proposed changes are to prepare for the MasterPlan of
expansion, which is dependent on this technical change. Yet the link is
nowhere mentioned in the docementt.. The airport must not be
expanded, for climate change reasons.




Para 10




The increase in noise levels over the ward | represent, residents report
noise of individual aircraft rather than an average

The proposals still inflict noise decibels above the 'detrimental to
wellbeing' for bext part of 24 hours a day for those of us who live next
to the airport. Since the Airport has more or less closed down due to
COVID19 my previously persistant cough has disappeared and the is
no longer the taste of fuel emissions INSIDE my house.

Due to the massively negative impact to residents of Bebington and
greater Wirral.

Reiterating that | understand the need for change, | believe that as an
airport the serves the North West, and in particular Merseyside,
Cheshire & North Wales, the burden on residents living in proximity to
flight paths should be spread a wide as possible. Narrow flightpaths
(as are shown in the options in the consultation document) result in a
disproportionate impact on a lower number of residents in terms of
noise and pollution. This cannot be right or fair on those residents.




the decision to completely change incoming routes to solely above
Wirral South is absurd and potentially damaging to the Wirral, it's
residents and it's wildlife




The Wirral residents are expecting that the new proposals would be
neutral in tems of noise pollution over the Wirral and generally over
Merseyside but it is now clear that this is not the case. The three new
procedures that LILA wish to introduce at R 27 SID AGGAR. R 27 SID
WAL and R 27 SID TEMP2 are much more detrimental to the local
population in terms of noise pollution than the present arrangements.
| think LJLA should address the concerns of residents and meet their
expectations by making changes to the proposals which do not
increase the noise levels over the Wirral




Pollution. Noise stress Lessing to heart and cardiovascular issues.
Stroke etc.. environmental effects on farm animals, woodlands etc

under these routes..

| am not supportive because of the increase in noise and pollution, no
one in their right minds would want to see an increase in either of
those, especially now with the current state of the planet and climate

change




The Wirral residents are expecting that the new proposals would be
neutral in terms of noise pollution over the Wirral and generally over
Merseyside but it is now clear this is not the case. The three new
procedures that LILA wish to introduce in terms of noise pollution are
much more detrimental to the local population in terms of noise
pollution than the present arrangements. | think LILA should address
the concerns of residents and meet their expectations by making
changes to the proposals which do not increase noise levels over the
Wirral. i am also concerned about the tranparency of the proposals in
general. Itis not generally known on the Wirral that there are three
new proposed procedures which are radically different from the
existing procedures which have a profound effect on the Wirral
residents. This is because there is no information about the existing
procedures in the consultation document which is therefore
misleading and does not provide a proper picture for Wirral residents
to make a decision on the proposals. Also the proposals have not
been properly publicised, very few Wirral residents have been made
aware of the consultation including the Wirral Borough Council. Of
those few Wirral residents who are aware of the proposals they are
not aware that there is such a major change to be made, | am only
aware because | happen to have a contact in the aviation industry.
The consultation should really be done again showing a comparison
with the existing procedures and awarding a proper level of publicity
to the proposals.

Because | live in the local area, at the moment the current flights over
my house | can accept, 4-5 an hour at peak times. However an
increase to a flight ever 4 minutes will make the noise more constant.
Also, it will reduce the value of my house as it will be on a more
substantial flight path!! Please, please do not make these changes!!!




There is no carbon impact assessment

Damaging to Bromborough areas in environmental terms

The change in flight path with have a huge noise pollution increase

All planning and changes should detail climate change impacts as
states in the Paris agreement. We are still in a global climate
emergency and as such | do not agree to anything that potentially
allows more air traffic. Carbon budgets need to be reduced and the
impact on climate change has not been addressed

LILA has failed to consult effectively with Wirral residents. | only found
out about all this from a neighbour. It appears that Wirral Borough
Council has not been properly consulted or asked to highlight the
consultation with the 66 local councillors. It is also a travesty by LILA
not to have a "roadshow" of some sort on Wirral to properly explain
the proposals and engage with local residents.




Narrower flight paths have more detrimental impact on residents
affected.

Increase in pollution/noise pollution. Flight stacking. and flying over a
COMA site







Proposed mitigation

Noise and
enviro
comment
yes/no

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Flights should be inbound and outbound over the river.

Yes

Yes




Yes

| propose they leave well alone it's to near houses the poison from the aircraft's. It's ok for the people at the top they |No
dont live right near it

Not
Answered

Review your consultation document to just give all options altogether for comparison. Use plain language eg option a, |Yes
b, c. Actually come to Wirral for engagement not just run sessions at the airport.

Stay as they are Yes

Yes

No

No




Yes

No
no change No
No
Avoid Frodsham and bits of Runcorn - Fly between Widnes and Warrington Yes

Proper information is shared and the impact of the proposals on our health and well-being is properly communicated, |Yes
especially if increased notice and sleep disturbance ensues!

That you change route so those on the Airbus routes don't have to suffer more Yes

Yes




Improve links to Manchester airport. Yes

Yes

Use the river mersey and put towards the Irish sea for take off and landing. Less noise pollution for local residents Yes

Yes

Leave as is Yes

No

No

Not
Answered




Aircraft land and take off over the sea

Not
Answered

Not
Answered

Yes

fly at a higher altitude over wirral

Yes

No

The proposed flight path should be shifted slightly west to equate more closely to the existing position, thereby
reducing direct over-flying of Delamere Park.

Yes

No




Not

Answered
Yes
see above Yes
N/A No
No
Reduce numbr of planes flying Yes
Make meaningful information about the proposed changes publicly available Yes
Decrease use of planes Yes




Re-direct flights over the Mersey. Yes

| propose you don't fix what isn't broken. And for you to think of the health of the public, instead of money. Yes
Not
Answered
No

Early left/right turns after departure rwy 09 No

No




Yes

Cleaner fuel, quieter engines take baseline noise and air pollution readings from farmland in Rhydymwyn and Mold Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Not
Answered

all Yes




Use Dee, Mersey and off shore routes to minimise noise in Welsh areas of outstanding natural beauty Yes

At the very least a simplified report, clearly showing the differences between different options. The “consultation” is a [Yes
114-page jumble of jargon and near-identical maps. No one outside LILA or the CAA could understand it. | think that
was deliberate.

No

No




Not
Answered

Not
Answered

No




Yes

No
Yes
A-N Option Yes
Routes at low level should be routed away from areas of countryside which have low ambient noise levels. Yes

Yes




The flightpaths should higher or better still travel over the north sea following the coastline until over liverpool the Yes
area it serves then move inland to the airport.
as above Yes




No

No

No




No

Yes
No
Airports need to contract, not expand. Expansion is completely inconsistent with climate targets. Yes
Very little flying Yes
There should be reductions in sir travel Yes
Yes

Yes




No

Yes

Put the consultation document out with clear diagrams of what exactly is changing and why andhow you are goingto |Yes
encourage people not to fly!!

Not
Answered

Why not move VERGUN route further south away from the forest and onto the line of the dual carriageway where the |Yes
additional noise will not be as significant.

Yes

Reduction in air flights. Yes




No

Alternative flight paths should be considered which do not pass above peoples homes. No

Yes
Leave things as they stand (the lesser of two evils) Yes
Hold off until we see where we are with climate crisis Yes
Start with an open document identifying every stakeholder of the proposer, their motives. In respect of equitable Yes

responsibility, a statement of intent underwritten by tripleA financial backers.

No




No further run ways No
Better trains No
Change route Yes
Invest in other transport methods Yes
Much wider turning circle over less densely populated/rural areas and much higher. Yes

No
No expertise so no comment Yes
Either leave it as it is or build a small airport somewhere else, therefore extending the number of airports to benefit Yes
passengers and save neighbourhoods having nonstop air and noise pollution on their doorstep.




Yes

Yes
Yes
No expansion and no increase in night flights. Yes
No expansion No
No expansion in air traffic without significant improvements in fuel efficiency, reduced emissions, and lower noise. Yes




Not to expand that’s why Manchester is so big

No

Make a path not over a highly populated area

Stop it Yes
Yes
| would propose no changes are made. No
Yes




An immediate review of the airport's operations with a view to reducing flights. Yes
Maintain original routes Yes
reducing flights to and from John Lennon Airport Yes




That JLA accept that they are located in too populous an area to expand without affecting the people who live around |Yes
them.
Routes to remain as they are. Yes
Not
Answered
Keepitasitis Yes
Yes
Leaving things as Yes

No




No

No

No expansion

Yes

Yes

No

Not
Answered

Reduce traffic

Yes

Yes




Yes

Decreasing rather than increasing air traffic Yes
Leave well alone Yes

Yes
No change Yes

No
Flight paths not to change Yes
Limit flights Yes
Keep the same Yes




Changes which meet net zero carbon emissions in operation, equipment and infrastructure. Yes

Yes

Yes

Changes which meet net zero carbon equivalent emissions by 2050 including operation, equipment and infrastructure. |Yes

No night flights. Yes

Less air traffic fill the planes already flying Yes

No




Not
Answered

Yes

Look at other options ie fly over less polluted areas or sea Yes

Yes

Leave them as they are Yes

Planning for a medium to long term reduction in the number of flights serviced by the airport. Yes

Yes

Continue paths used presently Yes




Stay as we are

Not

Answered
Change your routes, fly somewhere else. Yes
Leave the routes and procedures as they are. Yes
ypu dont change the routes Yes
Cancel expansion Yes

Yes

Yes

No




No

Leave routes as they are or seek alternative, less populated areas to route over. Yes
Start making plans to cut back on air travel No

No
Can Routes be flown up the Mersey towards less populated areas. Yes

Yes
no expansion of flights especially during the night Yes
Keep the original procedures Yes




Look again at alternatives Yes

Not
Answered

Keep the flight paths as they are Yes

Force airlines to fly quieter planes via fees and taxes , makes changes only essential to safety Yes

No

Yes

If routes changes are necessary, the one with the least impact must be chosen. It is especially important these days Yes
that environmental matters are put before economics and convenience.




Yes

Not
Answered
Turn over the sea approach over liverpool docks No
No
No further expansion or redirect flight paths away from Wirral Yes
Stick to old routes Yes
Keep existing routes No

Keep them as they are Yes




Keep them scattered to minimize to noise impact

No

Continue with current route Yes
| payed good money for my house and now you want to make It a car park for your plains to circle round while you Yes
sort your ssss out in air traffic Controle when ssss hit the fan in the airport!

Leave things as they are Yes
not routing all arrivals over bromborough and eastham Yes
Keep to the balance of bringing planes in znd out over different routes so no one area will have all traffic in one area. |Yes

Yes




Keep the split route Yes
Keep the same or even reduce air traffic above residential zones. Yes
Do not expand Yes

Yes
Stay as is No

Yes




Change the flight paths so they are not concentrated over one area No

Wider distribution of the flight paths to reduce the concentration of noise and air pollution over one path Yes
Use the Mersey route where possible Yes
Less flights Yes
Leave as is Yes

Yes

Retain route dispersal over River Mersey Yes




Fly the planes over the Mersey or Liverpool waterfront Yes
Restrict air travel - hopping on and off an airplane has contributed in no small way to the destruction of our precious |Yes
planet.
The option of departing aircraft doing so via the Dee estuary should be explored. Yes
Less flight noise please. Spread the approaches and take offs. No
Leave as is Yes
Yes
Leave as is Yes




take routes like SID WAL and MAP for runway 27 along the Dee River estuary Yes
keeping the majority of routes over water or less populated areas Yes
A genuine consultation with less divisive options. Yes

Yes

No




Close the airport Yes

No

a wider spread and variability so that all Merseyside residents take a small share of the noise and pollution rather than |Yes
a few take it all

Yes

No

No

Status quo Yes




Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Put fought paths over water or agricultural land, not residential areas

Yes




A WIDELY ADVERTISED CONSULTATION RATHER THAN THIS ONE WHICH HAS BEEN VERY VERY POORLY ADVERTISED (Yes

Additional flights are not required. Yes

No expansion Not
Answered
Not
Answered

No expansion Yes
Yes

Keep flight paths as is mostly over water. Yes




No

The flight route remains as is skirting the outline of the Wirral peninsula to avoid increased pollution from aircraft Yes
directly covering a wider spread of built up housed Wirral areas when this can clearly be avoided for only a few
minutes extra flying time. More importantly to protect the wonderful bird and animal life we have. Your proposals will
have a massive negative impact in this regard.

Yes
Change flight paths to move over more industrial areas Yes
Use the Mersey River as a route in and out of the airport. Common sense. Yes

Sharing some of the traffic with other points on Wirral I.e not all over Heswall Yes




Yes

cut back air travel No
| think it's wrong to consider expanding in the light of the current pandemic Yes

Yes
Flights fly limited hours, follow the river lines only, fly higher and only a small increase at most Yes

Yes




Leave it how it was Yes

Yes
No change Yes
Move it to somewhere else where there isnt houses Yes

| think you should consider putting incoming flight paths down the river mersey. Yes




Cancellation Yes

Extending the consultation period. Commitment not to increase capacity at Liverpool Airport. Yes

Can residents be given the full range of possible flightpaths and not just the limited options in this consultation? Yes

Yes




Air traffic is drastically reduced Yes

| would propose that you find and choose an option which does not route most flights though one area. Yes

Not
Answered

Not
Answered

Inadequate length of time or access to appropriate expertise to be able to comment. Yes




A narrow corridor of flightpaths is unfair on those that are subjected to it, in terms of noise, disruption, the Yes
environment and not to mention the increased risk of being involved in a fatality, being at the start and end of the
runway when planes are taking off and landing. Aeroplane crashes do happen and tend to occur when aircraft are
taking off and landing .Why not, why not keep flightpaths as widely dispered as possible so that the impact is shared
across the community, rather than by one area. The propsed solution is unfair on Wirral South residents.
Yes

Yes




| propose redcuing night flight and not increasing air traffic over South Wirral Yes

Yes

It would be better to keep flightpaths as widely dispersed as possible to reduce the impact on residents. Not
Answered




Leave it as it is ..we have our fair share Not
Answered
Different flight paths Yes
Not
Answered
You have to re-think and routes should not be limited to punish the same areas so thoughtlessly. Yes
Review your consultation document to give all options for comparison-use plain language. Be clearer on impact on Yes
health & well being on those impacted.




Yes

Find another route Yes
No change to current flight plan Yes
Keep as they are, reduce flights in accordance with climate emergency or fly over water instead. Yes

Yes




Stay as they are. No

Yes
Yes
Consult with the representatives of the people impacted by the proposals Yes
It is varied Yes
Narrower flightpaths seem m-uch more unfair on those affected. It wo-uld be better to keep flightpaths as wid-ely Yes

dispersed as possible to reduce the - impa-ct on residents, although any increase i-n disturbance anywhere is
problematic




Flight patterns remain the same Yes

The information should be clearer on the impact on health &wellbeing of Constituents Yes
Yes
You cannot be serious - you are asking members of the public to suggest alternatives which require technical Yes

capabilities you KNOW we do not have.

Narrower flight paths seem much more unfair on these afected. It would be better to keep flightpaths as widely Yes
dispersed as possible to limit impact on residents.

Yes




You much more widely disperse the routes to minimise the impact.

Yes

Not
Answered

No

No

No

No

Yes

Not
Answered




Send them out to the Irish Sea for all | care. Yes

Leave them as they are and spread the noise round a bit Yes

No

No

Can residents be given the full range of possible flightpaths and not just the limited options in this consultation? each [Yes
option has a significantly negative impact on Wirral residents e C options impact on residents in Wirral more
than A options e R options may offer “least worst” environmental impacts e P options look especially bad

Spread out more fairly Yes




Not
Answered
Airport does not need to be open 24he's use other airports. No
Fly up the river Yes
No
To continue as normal Yes
No
Re route the flight paths to be make the volume of flights over the Wirral more consistent with current circumstances. |Yes
Flight should not be over residential area. If a major failure happens on final approaches take off or landing this will Yes
cause a major incident with countless loss of innocent life.




Not

Answered

Yes
Routes continue to fly over areas least densely populated as way to protect natural environments and lessen noise Yes
pollution

Yes
Remain as is Yes

Yes




An alternative area Yes

Green agenda. Yes
No
Yes
In the light of the climate emergency we should be reducing flight numbers, not increasing them. By creating the No

infrastructure that allows increased capacity, it is inevitable that increases in flight numbers will follow. If the capacity
is limited, this cannot happen. Instead of investing in airport infrastructure we (as a nation) should be investing in
lower carbon forms of transport - i.e. railways.

Yes

No




Not to increase the flights No
Yes
Leave well alone! Yes
A full consultation- at a time when we are not in lockdown and can show these plans to the public properly. Yes
Yes
Keep things as they are Yes




Yes

As above. Yes

That you spread them evenly like they are now Yes
Yes

No more than we already have on our flight path Yes
Not
Answered

No




It would be better to keep flightpaths as widely dispersed as possible to reduce the impact on residents, although any |Yes
increase in disturbance anywhere is problematic.

I’'m happy with the level of planes flying over our area at the moment Yes

Spread out the routes evenly and fairly Yes

Stick with what you already have and do not cause anymore upset to local people on the Wirral or is it that it wont Not
hurt your neighbours so you can just push all of the pollution and excess noise into occupants of the Wirral Answered

Yes

Not
Answered

Yes




Yes

More diversity so not North/west and south head over the same area Yes

Not
Answered

Narrow flight paths are unfair on those affected to disperse the nuisance Yes

Yes

The flight paths stay the same Yes

No




Stay with the original flight paths No

Yes
Stay as is No
Different flight routes over Wirral are used to spread the burden of noise and environmental pollution impacts. Yes

Yes
Multiple routes as present. Yes
The new flight path is taken out over the North Sea not over the Wirral. Yes

Yes




Send flights to manchester

Yes

Yes
Yes
I'm not sure what the answer is apart from stopping flights at reasonable times of night but bit still won't stop Yes
pollution levels will it!!
Not Answered Not
Answered
Stop flying over houses after 9pm. Start again after 9am. Yes
Why can the planes not take off and fly along the Mersey, minimising noise pollution over residential areas? Yes




Need to explore other flight paths, preferably areas not affected at the moment Yes
Do not change the flight path Yes
Spread out No
Not flying across my house and inpacting on quality of life on Yes
Distribute the traffic across the area evenly Yes

No




Not
Answered

Alternative routes over sea not land higher altitude would give less effect maybe Yes

Yes

No

Yes

It should be shared equally across areas. Pushing it out over the Wirral because you don’t give a ssss about anything  |Yes
over the Mersey is offensive

Stick to existing routes No

Use the flight path that follows the river. Yes




No

Not here thank you

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not
Answered

Not
Answered

Leave as is

No

Yes




Can residents be given the full range of possible flightpaths and not just the limited options in this consultation? Yes

Route aircraft over the river Yes
Don't route all the flights over Bromborough. Yes
Flights remain as they are Yes
Split evenly over the region Yes

Find alternative routes that dont include flights over homes, we chose our area for the peace and quiet Yes




Removal to Manchester Airport Yes
Not
Answered
keep the current status or at least share the flight paths out over a wider area. Yes
Fly over the river if a westerly approach is needed. Otherwise stick to Liverpool! Yes
Fly along the river and increase the approach heights Yes
Not

Answered




The flight path should follow the river to reduce noise level directly below. Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

That the routes are altered so planes would turn slightly south over the Wirral to go between junctions 5 and 7 of M53 |Yes
to go over as much open farm land as possible.

Yes

No




to object Yes
A range of flight paths into the airport to ease disturbance to residents. Yes
Same route and less flights Yes
To keep routes as they currently are Yes

Yes




A solution that shares the load across the region rather than one area taking the hit Yes
Yes
Yes
Why can't you fly up the river instead of over houses? No
Yes
less routes over the East coast of Wirral Yes




Yes

No

Yes

No




No increase in air traffic, no change to routes that concentrate flight paths over the Wirral area. Yes
Yes
Find a route over factories or fields not over residential areas Yes
Yes
Stay as they are No

Yes




keep flight paths as they are

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Not
Answered

No

Yes




Yes

Stay as is!! Yes
A breakdown of noise increase by town shown by frequency and noise pollution to understand directly how it will Yes
affect residents. Times and pollution (similar to a weather video)

Flight paths should remain at the current 30% Yes
Further traffic over Bromborough and Spital would be intolerable Yes
Less flights over this route , split it up a bit over different areas or keep it as it is now Yes




Keeping the current ‘shared load’ across the mersey boroughs Yes

Not
Answered

No change at all Yes

Residents should be given a full range of possible flight paths not just the limited options in this consultation. Yes

Not
Answered

No




Don't make it worse for us in South wirral Yes

No

Distribute the flight noise evenly across the area ! Other people enjoy watching planes too Yes

Alternative routes considered No

Not
Answered

No

Rotation of potential flight paths during operational hours to spread the impact of the changes across all areas more |Yes
evenly and fairly.




Surely there must be an option to direct more traffic over water based on position. Yes

keep aircraft to the shortest route over Wirral Yes
Residents should be provided with the full range of flight paths not just the limited options in this consultation. Yes
Yes

No




| support combination A-R Yes
No
No
Not expanding the airport. Yes
Continued flight path use at 30% and greater spread of flight paths Yes




Yes

Yes
Consider flying over the River Mersey if possible Yes
Don't add extra flights and take a different route . Yes

Yes




The flight paths should be widened to lessen the impact for residents affected. Yes

Reduce flights, and most certainly do not increase any capacity at Liverpool John Lennon airport. Yes

Yes

Yes

Alternative plan Yes




Expansion of any sort is likely to have negative impacts on Wirral residents in terms of noise pollution. This Yes
consultation is not about expansion, but the new systems will help enable expansion. - Night flights will be most
problematic, and concerns should be raised about any intention to increase these over Wirral. - Narrower
flightpaths seem much more unfair on those affected. It would be better to keep flightpaths as widely dispersed as
possible to reduce the impact on residents, although any increase in disturbance anywhere is problematic.

Find other routes or keep the traffic numbers as they are now Yes
Remain the same especially as many flight companies may cease trading due to covid 19 Yes
Yes
Not
Answered

Routing a different way Yes




Keep the routes as they are Yes
Not
Answered
Stay as they are or less flights there are enough noisy, air polluting planes going over now as it is. Yes
Yes
The routs stay as they are it's bad enough at 30% as it is Yes




That routes are dispersed across the wider area to minimise disruption to any particular area. Yes
No change Yes
No
They remain as they are or another route is formed that has minimal impact on all communities Yes
No
Should be shared out between airports and flight paths shared over same region Yes




Leave them as they are. We akready get our sleep disturbed by your flights!

Yes

No
Do them over your own city. Yes
No
Wider flight paths or keeping the in out over Runcorn to lessen the amount of aircraft over Wirral Yes
Find other routes. Yes




As proposed above

Yes

No

Not
Answered

Better consultation and better information for the residents your proposals adversely affect.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Fly along River Mersey then turn right to me flight path

Yes




Disperse flights over a larger range to reduce impact on Wirral residents Yes

Keep paths the same No
No
All aproaches N,P & R to either follow the river mersey as opposed to being over the wirral or new route over ness, Yes

williaston and Eastham which minimises approach over urban areas

Yes

Yes

No




Leaving the plan as it is. It works Yes
Fly down the river stopping noise over peoples homes Yes
Yes
Yes
Flights over less built up areas Yes
Yes
The route should not be centred over one area alone Yes




Leave things as they are

Yes

Not
Answered
keep present routes but using new technology Yes
still use take off and landing into the wind as present No
Please fly over the river dee or up the m53 rural area. Yes
Not extra routes Yes
Not

Answered




Fly over rural m53 area

Yes

Planes to fly over the Mersey where no one lives. Yes
Fly over Runcorn No
Yes
Yes

No




Flights directed over the river minimising disruption for the people who live in the surrounding area

Yes

Yes

No




Use GPS but keep safe existing routes and current flightpaths which are proven to be safe Yes
No
Yes
Do not change flight path Yes




No

Ban flights after 10pm till 6am Yes
Not
Answered
Not
Answered
No expansion to the airport, route changes that do not harshly impact certain groups of Wirral residents, as stated Yes
earlier.
Noise and Pollution No




Yes

Combination A. Yes

Keep routes as they are Yes

Not
Answered

Yes

No

Spread out the paths Yes




Yes

Spread the flight paths rather than have them all go over one area Yes

that the flight path turns towards the irish sea and proceeds up the river to the airport Yes

Yes

Not
Answered




Not
Answered

Not
Answered

The most preferable flight path for all residents (Liverpool and Wirral) would surely be along the river mersey until
built up residential areas have been passed.

Yes

Yes




More and clearer information widely distributed to allow proper discussion Yes

Yes

Not
Answered

Continue to allow those airlies/pilots who choose to do so to continue to use visual approach to JLA Yes




No

Keep the system as it is.

Yes

Yes

No




Wider range of paths Yes
| would like to see different days share different routes Yes

Yes
Use less populated routes Yes




Not
Answered

Yes

Not
Answered

Use alternative route

No

No change or even a lessening of flights if possible. Alternatively spread the flights so residents have the least
disruption possible.

Yes

Yes




Stick to existing routes or reduce number of airline traffice. Yes

Flight paths are spread out do the pollution will be also Yes
Yes
Because of the national crisis, the proposals should be put on hold until we can consider the plans properly. Yes

Yes




More consultation required please see QUESTION 15 below. Yes

Control patterns which would preferably reduce the noise footprint over Bromborough Yes

Why can’t planes flying to Liverpool airport fly over the Dee or the Mersey in order to make their approach ? Yes




Leave it as it is - NO CHANGE Yes

Stay as is Yes
Flights over non residential areas No
Yes

Keep the same route as it is Yes




Not over the Wirral , keep along the river. Yes
Yes
Keep the routes the same as they are Yes
A far more radical review of how the airport can migirate the effects of climate change, rather than continuing to Yes
aggravate them.
Yes

Yes




Alternative route No

Yes
Leave flight path where it is now!! Yes
At a time like this the climate emergency is truly present. We should not be looking at plans for expansion, but rather |Yes

investigating into alternatives to make flying more efficient, and more environmentally friendly. To expand is
irresponsible.




| propose you to reflect on the impact of your proposals on Wirral residents.

Yes

Yes




Yes

No
reduce all flights in and out of the airport Yes
The flight path should be evenly shared between Liverpool and all areas of Wirral. Yes

Spreading the flight paths out evening the noise and pollution rather than it being concentrated in one area No




Redistribute more evenly the routes Yes
Keep flightpaths as wide as possible to spread out and minimise disturbances Yes
Keeping it the same as it currently is. No increased overhead flights. Yes
Keep the plans to how it was shared across surrounding areas Yes




Yes
No
Lease itasitis No
No
No
More information is required regarding the % increase in air traffic volumes over Bromborough under the new Yes
proposals which appear to be routing all outbound flights from the main Runway 27 over Bromborough at only 1000
feet.




A-R or rehashing your ideas. Yes
ALL flight should be over the river as much as possible Yes
Unfair that we should have our lives disrupted hourly Yes
Use an area that isn’t populated, like see or countryside Yes
people affect via changes should be offered compenastion Yes




Please see the attached document below. Yes

For example open ground over Bromborough golf course and farmland would appear to offer less impact. Yes

. It would be better to keep flightpaths as widely dispersed as possible to reduce the impact on residents, although any|Yes
increase in disturbance anywhere is problematic.




No

Alter course and or altitude and acceleration Yes
The consultation and projections need to be based on proposed traffic over five year intervals for next 30 years Yes
flightpaths over the river Yes
No changes and keep current route Yes

Yes




Yes

Less flying No
Not
Answered
keep the same Yes
Additional noise and air pollution as a result in the areas flown over Yes

No




Yes

Not
Answered
Yes

No change to the flight path and the imposition of restricted take off and landing times. No flights prior to 6am and Yes

after midnight.
Yes

Yes




Yes

reduction in flights or relocate to Manchester and have a regional hub Yes
No change, don't need expansion, use money to solve global warming Yes
To go every avenue to sto this Yes

No
Stay as you are Not

Answered




see attached pdf Yes

how about trying to reduce air travel, the massive C02 footprint it leaves and the damage and noise pollution we Yes
already suffer

Make it people friendly, and Not Corporate compliance. In its previous site it was a totally different experience. Nice|Yes
to use, now we dread it.




Departing flights from runway 27 need to be routed as soon as possible after take-off along the River Mersey to lessen
noise nuisance to Wirral residents.

Yes

Leave things as they are. No
Less air traffic Yes
The route should flow south instead of north this is then over non populated airspace. Yes
no change or expansion of run ways or second runway Yes

Yes




Repair old technology and fly less flights! The lessons we need to take from reduced flight due to Covid 19 - clearer  |Yes
skies, fresher air and peace and quiet have been obvious. We don’t need to fly more we need to fly less. We cannot
compromise on the future. We need to STOP! The planet is not a finite resource.

No changes, airport expansion not proven Yes
The aviation industry MUST consider the climate emergency and flights must decrease, rather than increase. Yes
Leave things as they are at present Yes

No




No
A substantial proportion of departures and arrivals pass near Bromborough Pool, Please change the route or introduce [Not
altitude constraints and a low speed for the departure route and increase the minimum acceleration altitude. Answered
Take the route that flies over the Mersey and not over peoples houses in Wirral Yes

Yes
Changing flight paths to be over Wirral Yes
Elsewhere Yes

Yes




Keep it the same as it is now Yes

Yes
Find a plan that doesn't have a huge impact on our home. Yes
Narrowing of fight paths is not a fair and even distribution of the issue. Yes

Yes




Leave the flight paths as they are. Yes
Come off the airport runway and follow the length of the River Mersey out of to the Irish Sea instead of going over Yes
houses in Bromborough Pool & surrounding areas.

Retain current diversity of flight paths to avoid disproportionate impact on certain localities Yes
Some of the other proposed paths have less impact on the Wirral Yes




Yes

Yes
No
Flight paths dispersed over multiple areas rather than focusing them in one or two areas. Yes
Need many flight paths to share the impact Yes




Keep main flights in Manchester and share Liverpool’s flight paths fairly of the Icr

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes




Keep the current flight paths as they are and invest in buying low visibility landing equipment Yes

Review proposed flight path to avoid flight over Wirral. Increase altitude to address acceleration and deceleration Yes
noise.
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Not my remit to propose changes. Yes




Yes
Keep routes as at present & gradually reduce as necessary for environmental protection. Yes
Use the airspace above the Irish sea/mersey estuary Yes
Fly somewhere else Yes
| propose the changes to flight paths and the increases are not made Yes
Surely this pollution should be shared as widely as possible, so surely having more directions of approach would do Yes
this




Closing the airport and concentrating on Manchester which has two runways Yes

Some honesty and transparency and clarity as to what the proposals really mean, rather than CAA/Pilot Speak!! Yes
No change. No
Yes

Yes




Yes

Yes

Fly sling the river

Yes

Not
Answered

Not
Answered

Spread flights across Wirral and Liverpool

Yes




| propose increased transparency so that the public can be made aware of the full intention regarding the expansion of |Yes
the airport. | also suggest that all potential route options are made available to the public.

A focus on the impact of air transport on global warming, and minimising local impact of limited flight traffic. Yes

Alternative flight paths investigated Yes

| would have preferred a more widely dispersed range of flight paths so as to reduce the impact on the communities |Yes
most affected. Concentrating the flights as described in all options will focus the impact on a set number of
communities

| propose you do your job and find an alternative solution Yes

Stay as they are Yes




Airport should maximise aircraft approach / landing along the Mersey. If flying over Wirral is necessary then the width |Yes
of corridors should be as wide as possible to minimise disruption for any households. There should be no night flights
during the night.

Yes

Yes




Not
Answered

Not
Answered

Not
Answered




Not

Answered
Leave it as it is . Find alternative paths, so sharing the different flight paths over the river. First choice to close the Yes
airport

Yes

Yes
Full information to be provided to Wirral residents not just those in paper. Yes




Leave as it is. Yes
Re reroute or pay for triple glazied windows Yes
Now is not the time for airport extensions. Yes
AN route Yes

No
reduce flights No




Reduction in all air travel Yes
Yes
Either continue using the existing flight path or change it so that it does not cover such a big area of residential Yes
properties
Yes
Narrower flightpaths seem much more unfair on those affected. It would be better to keep flightpaths as widely Yes

dispersed as possible to reduce the impact on residents, although any increase in disturbance anywhere is
problematic.




No

Heavy fines and airline bans for not following designated flight paths allowed just to shorten their route.

Yes

That other alternative routes are considered.

Yes




Air traffic should be inbound and outbound over/ along the river Mersey

Yes

Air traffic should be inbound and outbound over/ along the river Mersey

Yes




Air traffic should be inbound and outbound over/ along the river Mersey

Yes

Not
Answered

No

No

Yes




Retain the status quo No

A clear commitment to reducing Green House Gas emissions and improving air quality. Yes

Fly up the river and avoid the housing areas Yes

Overfly the river Mersey and non-populated areas. Keep well away from Liverpool city centre and do not overfly the [Yes
Wirral peninsular.

Yes

Restricting expansion of LILA Not
Answered




Under the existing arrangements under the R 27 SID WAL option the aircraft turn in the river Mersey and then make
their way to the SID WAL point. At prsent the aircraft do not go over the East Wirral and do not turn over St Johns
Hospice and Clatterbridge hospital as proposed in the new procedures. Turning over St John's Hospice which offers
end of life care and over Clatterbridge hospital is, in any event, unaccptable to the local community for
understandable reasons. My understanding is that the existing procedures can be maintained by reducing the Take Off
Distance Available (TODA) used which will allow the aicraft to turn in the mid point of the River Mersey and then
makes its way to the WAL point on the same basis as is currently in force. This avoids the overflight of the East Wirral
and St Johns Hospice / Clatterbridge hospital with the consequent unacceptable increase in noise pollution. My
understanding is that the full use of TODA was historically used to enable aircraft to carry extra weight but this is not
an issue for modern aircraft. Reducing the use of TODA over the River Mersey makes no difference to LILA or the
airlines but it would make all the difference to the South Wirral community which would otherwise be blighted by a
considerable increase in noise pollution. This issue applies similarly to the R 27 SID AGGAR AR optlon. the TODA should
be smilarly reduced to alow a turn mid river to avoid overflight of the Wirral. This proposed procedure seems to have
been at least partly adressed by LJLA as the R 27 SID AGGAR AR option already turns in the Mersey . The R 27 SID
AGGAR option is unacceptable to Wirral residents in any event as it clearly involves much greater noise levels over the
Wirral than the R 27 SID AGGAR option. Pleas see my reply to question 10 for further comment on this point. The SID
AGGAR AR option needs to be changed to ensure noise levels are no greater than the existing procedures. As LILA
have shown that LILA is sympathetic to the needs of the South Wirral community by offering a concession of a much
improved SID AGGAR AR option as the LJLA favoured option over the SID AGGAR option it seems only fair that LILA
should offer a similar concession for the SID WAL option. Similarly Ithe R27 SID TEMP 2 option flies over East Wirral
and St Johns Hospice / Clatterbridge hospital . If the TODA can be reduced for this flight option also for completeness
and to ensure that the aircraft trurn at the maximum height feasible this would greatly assist with the well being of the
Wirral community. Ideally a different route could be used instead of R 27 SID TEMP 2 to avoid the overflight of the
hospitals assuming this can be done technically within the constraints of the aviation procedures

Yes

Yes




Remain as it is at the moment and do not increase number of flights from Liverpool Airport. The last few weeks have |Not
shown what reduced air traffic does for the environment Answered

LJLA have to revisit the way it has promoted this Consultation and inform Residents/Business in South Wirral in writing [Yes
with the necessary information. Also to hold a public meeting in South Wirral again with proper notification to the
Community. Only then can this consultation be deemed as fair and reasonable within the meaning of the exercise.

No




The consultation puts forward the premise that there has to be a fixed point which sets the flight path under the new
system and that the fixed points (27 SID WAL ) and (27 SID TEMP 2 ) need to be used. There is no technical reason
given, why the fixed points need to be in Wallasey or Chester and it would appear technically possible for the aircraft
to turn in the Mersey and gain sufficient height (thus reducing impact) before linking up with wider airspace. Whilst
the FAQ document clearly tries to separate the growth and expansion of the airport from this consultation, it is
difficult to ignore the baseline data set out in figures 11 and 12. These indicate that with no changes to flight paths, by
2031 noise levels would still increase and it can only be assumed that this is due to growth. It is difficult therefore to
support changes to flight paths that despite assurances cannot in reality be separated from growth, which is an issue
that would be opposed by elected members and residents alike where it negatively impacted the lives and welfare of
Wirral people, in particular because this and many other authorities have declared a climate emergency and efforts
are needed to reduce CO2 and not facilitate further emissions through growth. The basis of the presented modelling is
built on this anticipated expansion and it is therefore not possible to compare or understand the impact of these route
changes based on current traffic levels and truly appreciate the impact they may present. If modelling was provided
for current levels or 2021 for example across all of the options this may prove more meaningful in comparing options
to what is experienced now by residents. It is important to consider the models at the 2030 date line but it does not
provide a complete picture, certainly one accessible to the average individual without a background in this area.

Yes

SID AGGAR AR option could still be improved by reducing the TODASID TEMP 2 option which would overfly the Wirral
rather than turning in the river remaining clear of the Wirral

Yes




No expansion and a reduction in flights from Liverpool Airport Yes

Yes

Reduce the length of TODA in order to place the first turn (500’) mid-river. This would be in compliance with Pans-Ops |Yes
and have little (if any) effect on Airlines operating from LJLA.

Air travel is environmentally unsound and should be curtailed, before it is too late. Yes

A full consultation considering climate change Yes




There appears to be a lack of choice in the options given. For a proper consultation we must be given the full range of
options for consideration, not simply a chosen few.

Yes

Yes




However, the fundamental issue is that all the options are more detrimental to the local population than the flight
arrangements currently employed due the unacceptable increase in noise pollution that the new arrangements entail.
There is a general perception of this in the South Wirral community but | now have a more specific awareness of the
issue following technical input from a contact | have who is well conversed with the aviation industry. However, my
understanding is that there is a technical solution to the issue which should satisfy both the needs of the LILA new
instrumentation procedures and ensure the continued well being of all the residents who are overflown by aircraft
emanating from LILA, | will detail this option at 12 below. As regards the options at paras A.1.1 to A.1.7. options CN CP
and CR are unacceptable because one of the takeoff routes overflies the Wirral (option R 27 SID AGGAR) and LILA
have, in consultation with stakeholders already developed a better procedure at R 27 SID AGGAR AR where the route
takes off over the Mersey and does not overfly the Wirral. LILA must be bound by their agreement with stakeholders
who represent the South Wirral community, if a C option was nevertheless adopted by LILA the level of disquiet in the
South Wirral and the political repercussions would be considerable. But this does not seem to be a real problem, it
seems LJLA are also not keen on the C options in any event and they seem to have been included as a matter of form
and for completeness. Option A-N is preferred over option C-N by LILA and options CP and CR rank 5 and 6 out of 6 in
the LILA preference of alternative schemes. If LILA drop the C options in short order this would be very well received
by the South Wirral community. Of the 3 A options AR is preferable because this option limits the noise pollution for
Merseyside residents. The R option (09 SID CAVEN OPTION) loops over the marshes and then back up the Mersey,
the N option or P option (09 SID CAVEN) loops over Liverpool and then over the Wirral causing much more noise
pollution than option R. It is accepted that the interface with Hawarden traffic may cause some difficulties but | am
sure the view of all the Merseyside population is that they would like LJLA to work with and overcome these
difficulties to ensure the wellbeing of the communities which surround LILA.

Yes

Yes




Extend the consultation Yes

Only allow aircraft which emit the lowest possible fuel emmissionsless than 45 decibels ; reduce number of flights Yes
allowed.
A genuine 'consultation' with all stakeholders with real alternative options Yes

Use a flightpath option that does not concentrate the vast majority of air craft arrivals and departures over one small |Yes
area of the Wirral. Particularly as given LILAs desires for expansion, this noise & Pollution burden is only set to
increase in the future.




Yes

R options seem to offer “least worst” environmental impacts
p

Yes




Under the existing arrangements under the R27 SID WAL option the aicraft turn in the river Mersey and then make
their way to the SID WAL point. The R 27 SID WAL TEMP 2 option also turns in the river avoiding overflight of the
Wirral. At present the aircraft do not go over the East Wirral and do not turn over St John's Hospice and Clatterbridge
hospital as suggested in the new procedures for both these options. Turning over St John's Hospice and Clatterbridge
Hospital as suggested is, in any event, unacceptable to the local community for understandable reasons. My
understanding is that the existing procedurs can be maintained by reducing the Take off Distance Available (TODA)
used which will allow the aircraft to turn in the mid point of the river Mersey and then makes its way to the SID WAL
point or the SID TEMP 2 point on the same basis as is currently in force. This avoids the overflight of the East Wirral
and St John's Hospice /Clatterbridge hospital with the consequent increase in noise pollution. My understanding is that
the full use of TODA was historically used to enable aircraft to carry extra weight but this is not an issue for modern
aircraft with so much more power that enables a modern aircraft to turn in a very short distance only now needing to
use a small part of the TODA . Reducing the use of the TODA over the river Mersey makes no difference to the LILA or
the airlines but it would make all the diference to the South Wirral community which would otherwise be blighted by
a considerable increase in noise pollution. The issue applies similarly to the R 27 SID AGGAR AR option.The TODA used
should similarly be reduced to allow a turn mid river to avoid overflight of the Wirral. This proposed procedure seems
to have already been at least partly addressed by LILA as the R 27 SID AGGAR AR option already turns in the river
Mersey. The R 27 SID AGGAR option is unaccptable to Wirral residents in any event as it clearly involves much greater
noise levels over the Wirral than the R 27 SID AGGAR AR option. Please see my reply to Qu 10 for furher comment
onthis point. The SID AGGAR AR option needs to be changed to ensure the noise levels are no greater than the exising
procedures. As LILA have shown that LJLA are sypathetic to the needs of the South Wirral community by offering by
concession a much improved R27 SID AGGAR AR option as the LILA favoured option over the R 27 SID AGGER option it
seems only fair that LILA should offer a similar concession for the R 27SID WAL and R 27 SID TEMP2 option. In any
event | would still like to see the SID AGGAR AR option improved, see above.

Yes

Yes

Yes




Air traffic is spread in equal proportion around all directions from airport...superhighways are unethical, Yes

Yes

No

A decrease in flights or using a flight path which follows the river out to the Irish Sea, it has already been commented [Yes
that planes could do a sharper turn so that they accelerate to a higher altitude over the river




Under the existing arrangements under the R27 SID WAL option the aircraft turn in the riverMersey and then make
their way to the SID WAL point. The R 27 SID TEMP 2 option also turns in the river avoiding overflight of the Wirral. At
present the aircraft do not go over the East Wirral and do not turn over St John's Hospice and Clatterbridge hospital as
suggested in the new procedures for both these options. Turning over St John's Hospice , which offers end of life care
and over Clatterbridge hospital is, in any event, unacceptable to the local commumity for understandable reasons. My
understanding is that the existing procedures can be maintained by reducing the Take Off Distance Available (TODA)
which will allow aicraft to turn in the mid point of the river Mersey and then makes its way to the SID WAL point or the
SID TEMP 2 point on the same basis as is currently in force. This avoids the overflight of the East Wirral and St John's
Hospice / Clatterbridge hospital with the consequent unacceptable increase in noise pollution. My understanding is
that the full use of TODA was historically used to enable aircraft to carry extra weight but this is not an isue for
modern aircraft which are much more powerful and can take off and turn a very short distance down the TODA
.Reducing the use of TODA over the river Mersey makes no difference to the LILA or the airlines but it would make all
the difference to the South Wirral residents who would otherwise be blighted by a considerable increase in noise
pollution. This issue aplies similarly tio the SID AGGAR AR option. The TODA used should similarly be reduced to allow
a turn mid river to avoid overflight of the Wirral. This propoed procedure seems to have already been partly addressed
by LILA as the R 27 SID AGGAR AR option already turns in the Mersey. The R 27 SID AGGAR option is not acceptable to
Wirral residents in any event as it clearly involves much greater noise levels over the Wirral than the R 27 SID AGGAR
AR option. Please see my reply to qu 10 for further comments on this point. The SID AGGAR AR option needs to be
changed to ensure the noise levels are no greater than the existing procedures. As LILA have shown that LILA are
sympathetic to the needs of the Soiuth Wirral community by offering a much improved R27 SID AGGAR AR option as
the LILA favoured option over the R 27 SID AGGAR option it seems only fair that LILA should offer a similar concession
for the R 27 SID WAL and SID TEMP 2 options. In any event | would still like to see the R27 SID AGGAR AR option
improved , see above.

Yes

Multiple flight paths to spread the percentage of flights across a bigger area. Or fly them down the Mersey! Thanks.

No




There should be a carbon impact assessement of the changes before it is possible to comment Yes

A-R Yes

Yes

Only changes that reduce the airport climate change impact l.e. drawdown carbon from the atmosphere not increase [Yes
it!

LILA should extend the consultation period and organise and implement a proper process for consulting on Wirral. And|Yes
arrange one or more "roadshows" to explain the proposals and engage with local residents.




Better to disperse flight paths and share the pain more widely with less overall impact to one part of the community |Yes
Yes
Using more than one flight path Yes
Not

Answered




Not
Answered

Not
Answered

Not
Answered

Not
Answered




Noise and enviro comments

FASI North
Comment Y/N

Do not want to destroy the peace and quiet of my area

Not Answered

Fed up with the noise already nevermind more!

No

Support need to grow airport which because of its position dies not disturb many people

Not Answered

As a locak resident | strongly object to any measures that may increase air traffic and subsequent Yes
aviation fuel pollution which is a potent pollutant that | regularly smell when in my garden.

No
It’s already unbearable Yes

No




Noisy low-level flying (at the moment usually between 7pm-10pm) Yes

No

Not Answered

Please do a better consultation anx engage with people of wirral locally No
We have enough noise pollution with new roads being built it the area and 1000 + new houses No
See above Yes

No

No




It will ruin the village and make it much noisier. There is already some noise but more will be Yes
unbearable.
No
Yes
No

The noise contours and overflight depictions are objective measurements but subjectively it feels like
it should be more!!

Not Answered

Are you going to guarantee our health and well-being is not going to be affected? Noise, particularly |Yes
in the summer months is already disturbing our sleep. Increasing noise will impact heavily on us.

What environmental research has been done to support these changes - both on human and animals

in the local area of E Port and surrounding areas?

We get enough noise from the planes out of Airbus No
This is my main concern as a resident. Having lived near Manchester airport in the past | know the No

impact it can have and don’t want this for here




With all the proposed plans there will be an affect to noise levels in my area particularly at night time.|No
Increased numbers of planes will undoubtedly have an adverse effect on noise pollution, air pollution,
human health and wildlife.

Lower flying aircraft is not acceptable over a housing estate and village. No

We already suffer excess noise pollution this will only increase it. No consideration for local residents |No
it seems

| don't know from information given what difference it Yes
It's ok as it is No
No
No

Not Answered




Not Answered

Not Answered

Will affect Eastham village

No

The proposed routes over Eastham, wirral would considerably increase noise pollution in the area

No

Not Answered

As stated above, lose and visual intrusion are likely to increase in the particular locality of Delamere
Park, Cw8 2xA.

No

No




Not Answered

Wincham Parish Council has just adopted a resolution to do all it can to combat climate change. | No
have not seen anything in this documentation that addresses climate change and envisages that
people may take fewer flights in future. Surely that is what we should be planning for or at least
looking for ways that environmental impact could be lessened? That does not seem to appear in
these proposals.
Its goign to cause more noise, pollution and air pollution over my house and the tranquility of No
Delamere forest
No
No
It would certainly reduce the ability for some people to enjoy their own gardens and homes due to No
noise levels.
Not possible to comment with seeing specific proposals Yes
Increased noise levels would massively negatively impact on everyone and the pollution increase is [No

totally unacceptable




No more noise please. Yes

| live under a flight path, in the summer, we as a family like to sit in our garden, we knew it was by a |Yes
flight path, but we don't want anymore aircraft flying above us, and drowning out what we are
saying.

Not Answered

No

No

No




We don’t need more noise in our homes Not Answered
we are a farming community, extra noise levels and air pollution are highly likely to affect health of |No
animal especially in lambing seasons. | have asthma im concerned how extra pollution will affect me.
Yes
No
Personally | won't notice any differences Yes
how bad will the noise be Yes
No comment No
The noise from the JLA is already horrific not only off the planes taking off and landing but when No
waiting and also in the winter months when snow and frost is about there is a constant humming
noise throughout the night.




On the Welsh aspects of Trans Vegan the flight path is over Halkyn mountain, an AONB developing, |No
leisure and tourism activities
The document is as clear as mud; a technical tangle which may be understood by pilots or CAA Yes
officials “on the spectrum” but not by 99.99% of those affected on the ground. It is disgraceful.

No

No




Not Answered

Not Answered

No




Arrivals profile 09 we don't want planes to fly any lower Yes

No comments as L37 1PT unlikely to be impacted by these proposed changes. Yes

No
In most cases with aircraft being higher, they should reduce the current noise levels experienced. No
Spoiling the peace and quiet of Delamere Forest and surrounding area - not acceptable Yes

No




The noise from the planes is deafening, above our properties they reduce/increase their speed and  [Yes
you can hear the engines screaming as well as the air pollution this causes, the has been even more
apparent since the lockdown

As above Yes




No

No

No




No

| believe what flights will over fly Maghull will be absolutely fine. Maghull is currently on the flight of [Yes
Manchester inbounds which transit the Mirsi hold, so i honestly doubt any residents will notice and
increase in air traffic or noise

No
Proposals are completely unacceptable for Wirral in terms of additional noise and pollution Not Answered
The peace is fantastic. No
Should be NO expansion Yes
This is absolutely outrageous. No

Unacceptable to add more air traffic and associated pollutions during a climate crisis. No




No

Environental and noise impacts should be managed and mitigated. Lowest impact options should be |Yes
implemented

Please show me in simple diagrams how it will affect where | live No

No

Why are you funnelling all flights on VERGUN route over Delamere Forest (where people go for peace |No
and quiet) and rural areas. The noise levels have already increased over the last 10 years and this
proposal seems to make it a lot worse for some people as it is channeled.

Rock Ferry residents suffersome of the worst physical and mental health. Further noise and pollution [Not Answered
will only impact on this in a negative fashion .worst

| moved to the wirral 16 years ago. | do not expect to have more noise and environmental impact due [Yes
to potential increase of flights at LILA




No

No

The area beneath the flight path has serious health problems that would be badly impacted by the 24 [Yes
hour flights being planned. This will impact on the health and life expectancy of children and adults.

The increase in the noise levels and air pollution will be unbearable. No
Areas of Wirral dont need more noise pollution or air pollution. Quite the opposite Yes
Carbon emissions cost remedy will make flight travel politically unacceptable. Noise pollution Yes

research not funded or proposed to enable an informed decision.

No




No

No
| strongly object to the pollution and noise pollution that the changes will in care on vulnerable No
groups
Air pollution and noise pollution No
Excesssive noise, especially so depending on weather conditions and contamination of the air, air Yes
pollution.

No
Any new pollution by noise or discharges is not acceptable Not Answered
Increase in both air and noise pollution, caused by both flights and increased traffic. Risk of increased |Yes
crime.




| strongly object to this

No

The Wirral already has enough flights crossing it, any changes to flight paths should take them over
Liverpool itself

No

the noise level is already unbearable . and we only have 1 community hospital which is already
overwhelmed. the noise is ridiculous and will effect house prices

Not Answered

Increase in noise pollution harmful to mental health and wildlife such as geese that fly over Wirral. No
Decrease in air quality in areas limerick ferry that have already poor health in large numbers of
residents and are socially deprived.

No
Some of the areas you propose flying over already have high levels of ill health, whilst others have Yes

residents who have chosen to live somewhere away from larger conurbations for health reasons. The
impact of greater aircraft noise will not just be aesthetic; it will shorten lives.;




No

Why Not Answered
Strongly object extra noise and pollutiin we have poor healtg outcomes akready Not Answered
No

The area to be effected is already deprived and health lower than national average this will only make[No
things worse




Any expansion of air travel operations will have a negative environmental impact on the local area No
which flights fly over. The noise is intrusive and this has been highlighted by the current cessation of
most flights and the marked reduction in noise over the Wirral at present. In addition air travel is a
major contributor to the global pollution which has resulted in our escalating climate crisis and as
such should be contracting not expanding.

Further reason to object to the proposal No

As above. We should be reducing the amount we fly, not increasing, given that we face a Climate Yes
Emergency




Please see above. Merseyside has made great strides to become more environmentally friendly, the [No
river and the woodlands and parks located along its banks have thrived, it is concerning that this may
be put at risk. There are also a large number of asthmatic residents who are sensitive to pollution
levels who will be directly affected by increased exhaust from these aircraft.

As above No

Not Answered

I. Crease air and noise pollution causing health problems for people living in this area Yes
Negative impact on the Wirral. No
Leave things as they are No

No




No

No
We do not need any more noise or polution No
Increased impact to the local area must be minimised by using Sid agger ar whenever possible. No
No

Not Answered

Do not want more air traffic

Yes

They will and this is unacceptable

Not Answered




This is largely a residential area and | believe these changes will have an impact on property values No
I live under the southerly flight path to/from LILA and notice aircraft noise enough as it is. Any No
increase would be most unwelcome and will adversely affect our quality of life. Since the lock down,

the silence in the skies above us has been wonderful.

We do not require more noise! No

Would accelerate climate change

Not Answered

Since these will be detrimental they should be avoided No
No
| am very concerned about the health implications of the increase in pollution. No

| object to any increase in aircraft mouse and perceived overflight generally and specifically over the
Wirral and Heswall

Not Answered

As above

No




No adverse impacts to noise and environmental should be allowed and all changes should be No
beneficial to animals and the environment.

wirral area is a place of beauty, do not want low flying aircraft spoiling our nature and causing No
pollution

Areas involved already include industrial and transport noise, extra at a 24hr constant is noise No
abuseand general health abuse at night time levels

No adverse impacts on life or the environment should be allowed. Yes
As above in q12. No
So much habitats are being lost due to greed No

No




No

Health No
Local area is already prone to high levels of pollution with local heavy industries. Also area highly No
populated and residential. Noise pollution would be too high

| dont agree that this should be implemented. It will impact negatively on noise, pollution and on my [No
childrens health

Why not over West Kirby or Heswall. The proposed routes effect more people and CaldyA-N No
| believe that the Bromborough and Eastham areas of Wirral are likely to suffer greater noise and No
environmental impacts, which is another reason for my objecting.

Since there were fewer planes over us and fewer cars, my lung function has improved dramatically. |No

As a bronchiectasis sufferer, | do not want more planes over Wirral.

https://www.facebook.com/754833047/posts/10158203317873048/neighbourhood.

Not Answered




The levels are bad enough without any further increase No
I’'m not happy that my life will now be affected by your excess noise and pollution. You do not need [No
to expand. The airport is fine just the way it is!

Air pollution across Wirral already varies greatly due to proximity to industrial areas and Ellesmere Yes
Port. This will make it worse.

i dont want more noise from aicraft No
Cancel expansion No
Noise and pollution levels over Clatterbridge, Raby Mere areas has increased significantly over the No
years and proposals will cause greater noise. No account taken of the contour of the lad and affect on
specific areas. For example noise is greater in low lying areas of Raby Mere.

Extra traffic noise and emissions No

No




No

We already have a degree of aircraft noise on the Wirral. Adding to this is going to have an impact on |No
local wildlife and residents alike.

No

No

This has not been shared in open forums and because of Covid 19 there could not be any meetings. [Yes
This should be delayed to allow proper consultationss

Strongly object to noise levels going up if flight path goes across my house and increases in air Not Answered
pollution
more unacceptable noise, more unacceptable pollution, less quality of life Yes

We do not want this Yes




This is the main reason for not changing the routes Yes

Not Answered

Noise and pollution is already an issue in this area, residents health is already very poor Not Answered
Object to increased noise and airborne pollutants No

No
Please be considerate, you know yourself your 2 preferred options are worse for people around No

See comments already made No




We are already on the flight path to Speke and we accepted this, however we would not welcome
increased noise. We are also concerned about the increased pollution especially on the wildlife and
woods around Raby Mere, a local beauty spot and haven for anglers.

No

Not Answered

No
No
No increase in flights over Wirral No
No need to change routes No
No
There already low and noisy and disruptive. Its been lovely and quiet and peaceful since covid and No

lack of flights.




No

The noise of the aircraft will be horrendous. We bought our property on the basis of the current
route. | am sure they will be legal challenges for the proposed route

Not Answered

Destroy the ability for our kids to play in a little plain environment!

Yes

| strongly object to any increase in noise or environmental impact

No

more noise at night over bromborough and eastham is not acceptable

Not Answered

As previously mention. Spread the routes we coped with this.

Yes

at certain times of the year it is impossible to have the windows open of an evening/night due to
airplane noise, increasing air traffic will just add to this issue.

No




Why is it ok to disturb our lives anymore than you already do. Come round to ours for a cuppa when
flights resume normal service. Real conversation stoppers.

Not Answered

As above. The increased take off traffic over eastham will be frustrating No
Don’t do it. Yes
The approved plan shouldn’t leave local residents with worse noise or air pollution No

No
Unfair to have so many plans concentrated over one area No




No

The significant increase in environmental impact over such a concentrated area is unfair to those who[Yes
will be affected

Bromborough and Eastham have beautiful woods/environment that would be negatively impacted by|Yes
the increased pollution and noise. The increased pollution will have a negative impact on the
population. Increased noise levels will be disruptive to people throughout the day and night.

Constant growth on a planet of finite resource, why? Yes
No need to change Not Answered
Already have as above No

Brombough will see increased traffic, noise and pollution No




It's bad enough now, if the proposals go ahead noise and aircraft pollution will be much worse

Yes

As above

Not Answered

It seems sensible to spread the noise out rather than to concentrate it on a few. Yes

No
They will be devastating. Leave as is. Yes
| completely disagree with the proposal due to the local impact this will have. No
Would increase noise and environmental pollution in the local are No




It seems unfair to concentrate noise over narrower routes. It would be much fairer to distribute the [Yes
problem more widely and affect individuals less severly.

noise is a very detrimental aspect of modern life and should be minimised at every opportunity. Night [No
and early morning flights would be very detrimental to restful sleep and therefore ones wellbeing

The deterioration in air and noise quality is not acceptable. Yes
| fully support aircraft over the eastham and Bromborough areas where | live and work No

No




Should not be allowed No
No
We don't want any noise or other pollution over Wirral. Especially night flights. No
No more noise - also no later flights No
No
No
Leaveitasitis No




Noise levels should not be above current levels No
Obviously not happy to live under a flight path but happy to bear a share of the burden of noise Yes
As above. | object to airport expansion on environmental and legal grounds. No

No

Residential areas should have less noise pollution not more

Not Answered




CONSULT CONSULT CONSULT Not Answered

The impacts are already too great from JLA. No

Not Answered

Not Answered

The Wirral has enough aeroplanes flying over and i don't want more noise and air pollution. No

More noise and air pollution over the Wirral No

1. Are you going to pay for our inconvenience on an annual basis. As we will not be able to enjoy our [No
gardens. 2. Have you ever been under an aircraft dumping fuel in an emergency? | have its not fun.




Yes

This point makes me extremely angry when it can clearly be avoided by aircraft flying the outline of [Yes
the peninsula for only a few minutes longer as opposed to damaging our wildlife with increased

noise and pollution unnecessarily. Surely on this day and age your environmental responsibility

should be at the forefront of your plans. Since COVID 19 the increase in local bird life and all wildlife

has been commented on in the media one reason being attributed to flights being grounded. Surely

this is evidenced enough.

NO MORE NOISE/AIR POLLUTION ON WIRRAL No
This is not acceptable No
Just not necessary and insensitive when better routes could be used. We have a wide river to use to |Yes
limit population impact. Use some common sense.

Please think about fuel efficiency after noise impact No




Route planes along the Mersey not over quiet country communities! No

No
The environment is precious and we need to preserve it as much as possible Not Answered
Should never be allowed No

Yes it’s already unacceptable with noise damage and disruption in the protected ssp and conservation|No
areas around barnston and Heswall

Overall I think A-N would not affect me much, as long as there is no noise increase at night. No




New born baby No

No one wants planes going over their house No
It’s already noisy and this will make it worse No
It will make more noise and effects everyone in the area No

We live in Heswall. It seems that all the proposals still envisage incoming flights coming over Heswall |No
thus as far as our community and surrounding communities, matters will only get worse.




| do not support any increased noise since | live in the centre of the area proposed plus this would Yes
mean | would be in the flight path so not only would there be more pollution | would be in danger if
there were any kind of disaster.

These changes include routing the vast majority of flights over Wirral South, but | was only informed [No
of this consultation by luck this week; this should have been much more well publicised!

Narrower flightpaths seem much more unfair on those affected. It would be better to keep No
flightpaths as widely dispersed as possible to reduce the impact on residents, although any increase
in disturbance anywhere is problematic.

This is a shocking rise in air traffic! Alternatives must be found. Yes




The planes are directly above us. We cannot converse as the noise is so louds so

Yes

See answer to Q 12.

No

Not Answered

Not Answered

I'm astonished that residents have not been directly contacted to be informed of these proposals. It
is only by chance that | have learned of them today (21/04/20). Expansion of any sort is likely to have
negative impacts on Wirral residents in terms of noise pollution. This consultation is not about
expansion, but the new systems will help enable expansion. e Night flights will be most
problematic, and concerns should be raised about any intention to increase these over Wirral. o
Narrower flightpaths seem much more unfair on those affected. It would be better to keep
flightpaths as widely dispersed as possible to reduce the impact on residents, although any increase
in disturbance anywhere is problematic.

Yes




A-R & C-R - these 2 options are probably the best, or rather have the worst least implications for the |Yes
environment, but none of the options are environmentally friendly.

See above comments about increase in flights over the Wirral and combination A-R resulting inthe  |No
least noise effect on people.

This will negatively impact the quality of life for Wiral residentsand ecology of the area for no clear [Yes

benefit




| do not want to have increased air traffic noise or pollution No

Increasing air traffic over the south wirral area will cause significant disruption to the wellbeing of No
residents and the local environment. Residents in Bromborough Pool, Eastham Village and Port
Sunlight are especially near to the river Mersey, and are particularly susceptible to the noise pollution
caused by incoming air traffic. If the proposed changes were to happen, this would only worsen.
Additionally, the local wildlife, particularly avian, would suffer. Port Sunlight River Park, Dibbinsdale
Nature Reserve and Eastham Country Park are habitats that could be severely affected by the
proposed changes.

Not Answered




Not Answered

Before COVID there were planes going over head ever my few minutes. It’s been a lot more peaceful [Yes
without constant planes going over head so we need to learn and take away positives from this
challenging time.

Not Answered

Take your flight paths elsewhere. No

Do a better consultation & exchange with people in Wirral locally & not do it all from the airport. Yes




the options do not offer an acceptable degree of choice e Can residents be given the full range
of possible flightpaths and not just the limited options in this consultation? e each option has a
significantly negative impact on Wirral residents e C options impact on residents in Wirral more
than A options R options may offer “least worst” environmental impacts P options
look especially bad

Not Answered

Don't want more flights over my house, too many already

Not Answered

skies and wildlife/birds.

This is disgraceful,it will severely impact on a beautiful country park and a peaceful residential area  [Yes
Pre-lockdown noise levels and visible trails from aircraft already too much. No
Increased noise and pollution will have a detrimental effect on mental health, sleep patterns, clear No




No

Itis too loud as it is, any increase in frequency of flights is unacceptable

No

Noise, particularly take-offs very loud & often late at night

Not Answered

Lack of consultation, consult with the representatives of the people impacted by the proposals

No

If planes are going over all the time it will be a mental drain on people

No

Narrower flightpaths seem m-uch more unfair on those affected. It wo-uld be better to keep
flightpaths as wid-ely dispersed as possible to reduce the - impa-ct on residents, although any
increase i-n disturbance anywhere is problematic

Not Answered




The aircraft noise is already significant and these proposals will make them significantly worse over a [Yes
prolonged period

Proposals will mean 80% of flights will be over Wirral. Consult Wirral people locally and not just at Yes
meetings at the airport.

80% of the flight paths will go over my house, childrens school, our main green area for recreation Yes
(Eastham woods). There will be no escaping the noise pollution.

As | cannot see estimates of the type "95% of all new traffic will pass over here" how can | respond? |Not Answered

The proposal will severly impact on my constituents in Bromborough, particularly niose and air Yes
polution.

Not Answered




| strongly object.

No

Not Answered

No

No

No

No

Several areas of SSI that need protecting. Also area has high levels of pollution with road traffic
without adding more

No

No




| suffer from auditory processing disorder which makes noises like low flying aircraft extremely No
distressing. It will force me to move and | can't afford to live in another area locally.

As stated previously | think this proposal is very unfair. Noise and interruptions will be horrendous. No
No
No
o Expansion of any sort is likely to have negative impacts on Wirral residents in terms of noise |Yes

pollution. This consultation is not about expansion, but the new systems will help enable expansion.

It’s unfair to affect one area more than another. | don’t live in the affected area and enjoy a limited [No
number of flights passing over.




Not Answered

There is two match noise as it is No
We already have enough air traffic over my area Yes
No
The noise is bad enough as it is, | do not wish for it to get worse No
Yes

It is unacceptable the increase in activity over the Wirral/Cheshire compared to current flight paths. [Yes
These need to be reconsidered.

Approach and take off should be over none residential areas Or with further investment flights Yes
should be directed down the river. Mersey.




Not Answered

| do not want any increase in noise if any thing | would like the route to be fair as in distribute the No
noise evenly. le more towards Chester Wales

Please consider that proposed plans will have detrimental effect on majority of persons living on the [No
Wirral and the environmental impact change of flight path will have over Eastham country park in
particular. Nature has to be protected above anything else

Strongly object as do the majority of the Wirral residents No

The changes proposed disproportionately impact Wirral. Yes

No




80% of flights over Eastham woods is detrimental to wildlife, but also other areas such as Eastham, No
New Ferry, Rock Ferry have significant mental health issues so noise and pollution will be detrimental.
Dont forget that some of these areas already have the lowest life expectancies in the country so
pollution will impact even more

Let’s protect the planet the people & our area ahead of greed & pollution Yes
No
Detriment should be shared rather than concentrated especially at my area is already closer to a No

motorway affecting air quality.

No

Already too many trails and the blue sky is adversely affected No

No




No

See above No

Narrower flightpaths seem much more unfair on those affected. It would be better to keep Yes
flightpaths as widely dispersed as possible to reduce the impact on residents, especially night flights,
although any increase in disturbance anywhere is problematic.

i dont want more flights over my house or more pollution. Not Answered

We don't want more noise No

| am concerned about noice pollution No




Object to another potential environmental impact due to increased traffic across Wirral

No

The noise and pollution is bad enough, | am a severe astmah sufferer and do not want any more air
pollution in Bromborough, the A41 and M53 contribute enough.

No

It will be horrendous how dare you try and increase this. | will take this to my MP. | am absolutely
outraged. | will also boycott Liverpool Airport.

Not Answered

| dont wish the noise and enviromental effects in my local area

No

Routes and procedures will definitely affect the local area environmentally plus the noise

No

Not Answered

No




Night flights will be most problematic No
If I’'m understanding correctly (which is hard to do!) 80% of planes will be departing over our road, No
I’'m extremely concerned about the noise which will be much more regular.

See above No
At times the noise can be a nuisance this will only increase this if the proposed change in routes Yes
Too many flights over 1 flight path No

Not Answered

Too many flights over bromborough

No




It's noisy enough as it is with the flights constantly going over No

Noise and air pollution will increase. Yes

Not Answered

Expansion of any sort will have a negative impact on residents noise wise and although the No
consultation is not about expansion the new systems will help expansion.

| object to the noise and environmental impacts this will have on my area No

An increase in the above is detrimental to housing, valuations, living quality and the environment No

No




No

Impact on children's health needs to be considered. Impact on wellbeing and enjoyment of No
environment needs to be considered

No

| strongly disagree with the principle of condensing immediate air routes in and out of the airportto [Yes
fewer routes. This concentrates the impact to a large number of the population of Wirral unfairly.

We have enough noise and co2 pollution, to add to this will just add to the decline in air quality No
The increased noise will be detrimental to area, noise pollution and house prices. Yes
We cannot live with more aircraft noise over our homes. Yes

We do not want increased noise pollution over the Wirral No




Noise pollution is damaging on health No
We suffer enough with noise dock speedway No
We currently have around 30% air traffic over our local area. To increase this is ludicrous. This is No
about profit not environment, noise impact or welfare of communities. How can you promote

cleaner policies when your aircraft will be dumping so much pollution into the air right above us!!!!! |
believe this consultation should have been broadcast wider and more openly for public consultation.

This is being conducted under our noses, in an underhand manner. This local community will not

stand for it.

As above No

Not Answered

Not Answered

When we moved in there were very few planes flying over. The increase is ridiculous there is enough |No
noise from the busy roads and motorways without the planes.
Are we to be offered free triple glazing or compensation for house prices being reduced due to Yes

increased air traffic? Since we bought our house 18 years ago air traffic has increased to the point we
cannot sleep with windows open in the summer months due to aircraft noise early in the morning.




As expressed above parts of South Wirral are already affected by noise and pollution Yes

No

No

We already have to put up with noise pollution and this will increase dramatically Not Answered

We have enough air traffic noise at present the extra noise and pollution will impact on our health No
and well-being

No




Not Answered

Noise pollution can affect physical ans mental wellbeing to people in the area. No
As above No
No

If we wanted hectic and noisy lifestyles we would have lived in a city , These proposals won’t “may Yes
change noise and environmental “ It most definitely will have a huge impact on the Wirral . No thank
you ! Keep the planes over the city and leave our wildlife towns in peace

It's already too much No

No

Level of noise is above and beyond acceptable decibel levels No




No

Not fair on people affected No
Noise and discharge of excess fuel will impact quality of life No
Enough traffic over wirral Yes

Not Answered

Not Answered

No

Plans which illustrate the proposed changes based on current air traffic would assist in identifying the [No
true impact of the proposed changes for the layman.




Narrower flightpaths seem much more unfair on those affected. It would be better to keep No
flightpaths as widely dispersed as possible to reduce the impact on residents, although any increase
in disturbance anywhere is problematic.

Peace and quiet will be compromised. No
Air pollution is a real problem. Why would you want to exacerbate it? Not Answered
Already enough flights over the wirral No
| object to the changes they are unfair and unjust Yes

Don't affect people's well being with new flight paths Yes




It will definately change for the worse. another hail in the planets future, we need less not more

Yes

Not Answered

See abive

Not Answered

Totally unacceptable. Far too many flights proposed to fly over Wirral at low level.

No

Noise pollution is already too high! More flights more noise!

No

Not Answered




We don’t want to hear more airplane related noises. The engines are extremely loud and this would |No
disturb the local area.

I am concerned about the additional noise especially as we have an elderly population and local Yes
nature reserves and wildlife which could be disrupted

| think its overall a good thing, although there may be some people more affected than others. Not Answered
However the AGGER AR sid is a major plus for the A proposal over thr AGGER sid because it turns

before hitting the wirral.

Absolutely shocking No
The substantial increase in air traffic directly above my property up from 30% to 80% will seriously No
impact my family with regards to noise levels and pollution

| find the noise from the airport disruptive enough as it is. We do not need another Heathrow in No

Liverpool, the coronavirus has taught us that if nothing else.

No




as i live bromborough its going to have a major impact day and night really do not think its fair itsin  |No
liverpool so keep it over their we do not want or need it here

Having the flight path changed so that flights are routed predominantly over the Wirral will have an  [No
incredibly negative effect on those living in the flight path. The noise and disturbance it will bring to

these residents will be considerable. A much fairer method would be to have a range of flight paths

into the airport to avoid disruption for one group of people.

Already noisy and don’t want anymore - children with asthma caused by air pollution Yes
Noise and air pollution is already high with the A41 and the m53 motorway inneasyhma and in No
eastham and further noise and air pollution would be detrimental to health of residence and wildlife.

Air pollution already started to affect my health five years ago as an asthma sufferer. The increase in |No

air pollution could be fatal.




As previous responses No
Negative impact on our quality of life No
It will have an impact No

No
Noise pollution over Eastham and Bromborough will be higher No
I'm concerned that more flights over Bebington area will devalue my home No




Living currently on the current flight plan already has an impact from noise pollution on our daily life |[No
if the current flight plan is at 30% over Eastham,Brombrough ,Spital & Rock Ferry any increase on this
percentage would be not only be detrimental on the noise pollution level but also on the
enviromental pollution. Already having an increase locally to vehicle pollution and a loss of green
spaces due to house buildings adding more aviation pollotion to our local environment would have a
massive knock on effect to our health and wellbeing.

No

Noise No

No




These changes will increase noise and air pollution, there is enough of this. Increasing this in the Yes
light of the state of our planet is unbelievably irresponsible.
This is a disproportionately large increase for one area and is completely unacceptable for its No
residents.
At the moment in the summer especially there are more than enough extremely low planes going Yes
over our gardens it's causes stress with the noise of throttling back engines going low preparing to
land we certainly do not want any more whatsoever
The increase in flight traffic Is too significant an increase from today and and unfair burden on the No
residents

No

No




Increased air traffic / noise & environmental impact No

| do not wish to see an increase in noise and pollution in my area No
No
The noise impact will increase severely No

Not Answered

No

| don’t want to be breathing in your fumes. Yes




The proposed changes will see a huge increase in noise and a decrease in quality of air quality of life [Not Answered
potential in children’s development and a massive decrease of property values

Shouldn’t be allowed for 80% to go in one direction No

Would this affect house prices and saleability of properties from current listings? If an increase causes|Yes
nuisance, some planes being heard much louder than others, what would be the industries plan to
tackle this. Will restrictions for late night flights be reviewed if noise is unacceptable.

The local area is rich in wildlife with even a nature reserve along the proposed route No

We already have disruptions on our lifestyle with the present traffic Not Answered

As above No




There has already been a marked increase in noise from planes already and we currently suffer only
30% of the air traffic. These proposals would have a drastic effect on our lives if the current flow is
increased to 80%!!

No

Not Answered

An entirely negative impact

Yes

Any changes are likely to increase noise pollution for Wirral residents especially if there are. more
night flights over Wirral

No

Not Answered

No




It is very noisy in South wirral anyway with your planes. Been lovely with the corona shut down Yes
actually and | now hear you plan to make it worse for us. This is completely wrong

No

We already have plenty of plane noise and pollution which effects Eastham Woods and we also have |No
the noise from A41

No

Not Answered

No

See comment 12 Yes




More traffic more noise. Unacceptable. No
will be very bad for night flights No
It would be better to keep flightpaths as widely dispersed as possible to reduce the impact on No

residents. However, any increase in disturbance anywhere is a problem

I am not in favour of any changes that increase aviation noise in my local area where it can be
avoided by wider flight paths.

Not Answered

No




Very concerned about increased noise and pollution over South Wirral Yes

No

No

This is totally unacceptable given the global climate and ecological emergency. Any modifications Not Answered
should be carried out with the goal of reducing environmental impact, not increasing it (as the
proposed changes will)

Eastman already has a disproportionate noise and air pollution level with both the A41, M53 and Gas [No
terminal. Increased air traffic would only add to an existing area of high air and noice pollution.




Fat h see noise will directly affect my health and well eing No

| have lived here for 13 years, i purchased my house knowing all the outside effects. | strongly object [No
to an increase of 30% of flights now coming over my property which would still be at low level.

Our area is already very busy with air traffic. During the summer months they start aggressively at No
6am, which means we can't have our windows open when it is hot. Please consider flying over the
river Mersey more as this could minimise the impact upon the environment.

As above No

A share of noise is acceptable. All is not No




It is very noticable with the present flight paths that one special occasions ie. Grand National etc the [No
noise from the increased flights affects our area greatly. Plus the added polution.

The current levels of noise pollution in some parts of Bebington Bromborough are already at very Yes
high levels. Also, the flight path goes over ancient protective woodlands with a high level of rare

species. These will be also affected by increased flight frequency and noise levels. In sunny weather

and at night, low flying aircraft is already a big problem. Additionally pollution (other than noise) will
increase significantly over a narrow corridor on Wirral, affecting wildlife and human's alike.

Runway 27 routes will increase traffic over Spital/Bebington areas. The projected noise levels No
increase which is not desirable.

Narrower flight paths will concentrate nuisance is much smaller areas. No
We already have air poloutinn frim a local Gas plant. More would cause serious health inmpications. |No




Increased traffic load over a narrower group of residents - unfair share of noise and pollution over No
already deprived area

The new proposals will increase air traffic noise and pollution over homes and nature reserve Not Answered

Too much air traffic already No

Overflying by larger and more frequent aircraft is likely to have an effect on noise levels and although |No
these have been calculated theoretically there is no guarantee they will not prove to be at levels that
will be a nuisance, even if not a statutory one.

Not Answered

| strongly object No




| dont want that No
Ultimately | hope that impacts can be kept to a minimum. Ideally air traffic might reduce in the No
future, but for the flights that take place, it appears the options presented as they are look to be
relatively well-researched (to my untrained eye). | do NOT want traffic to increase in any way, and

hope any changes reduce impacts on people, wildife, and the environment.

It is noisy enough now. If a plane goes over our house you can’t hear a thing and late night flights Yes

already wake us up.

We are a small peninsular, with beautiful countryside! Many here, love our gardens. We enjoy the
outdoors, | for one especially and | do not want e en more planes flying directly over head every few
seconds

Not Answered

Our estate is in a field it is the old RAF officer housing off Rivacre Road Hooton currently we hear very
little in the way of aircraft noise and would like to keep it that way if it were to increase to the levels
you are proposing we would no longer have any quiet enjoyment in our homes or gardens wildlife
would reduce bird strike would increase and in general make living here an abomination house prices
would drop which would out a strain on people's financial situation

No




We expect this to have a particularly significant affect on our household, as we will be directly in the |No
flight path, with planes making their U-Turn almost directly over our house. We also question the
choice to increase pollution so significantly above a specialist cancer hospital, where patients are
particularly vulnerable to environmental impacts.

| live in Bebington which.will be significantly. effected by noise Not Answered

Not Answered

We already have a few flying over and this is already an inconvenience, | have friends whom live in No
heald green Manchester and their lives have been negatively effected by the increased air traffic over
head.

No

As mentioned noise and environmental pollution will cause issues if all the focus is in one area. Cause |No
issues to quality of life.




Our sleep is akready disturbed. You’re belching out pollution over an already deprived area which has |No
many people with medical problems,

Yes

It's bad enough now, bromborough will be unbearable. No

No

Using one flight path over Wirral will be a nightmare of noise and pollution which will affect all the Not Answered
residents detrimentally also noise at night if flights are allowed as they are now

My health and welfare will be effected by this if it comes into effect. So how will you cover my No
problems that have occurred by your demands? your




It’s totally unacceptable to expect us to endure this increased noise and air pollution whilst the rest  [Yes
of the peninsula enjoys freedom from this pollution.

No

Not Answered

Due to this covid 19 lock down and the reduction in aircraft flying overhead when a plane comes over [No
now you realise just how loud and noisy it is. This excess noise that your proposals would incur on
people would have a detrimental impact on peoples health and well being..

| have concerns over the toxins released from aircraft flying so low. No

The noise & pollution is the main reason for objecting all proposals No

Extra noise will disturb home life and devalue house prices No




Increasing flights will impact on quality of air and noise pollution Yes

No

No

Unacceptable, You already cannot maintain the flight paths shown, The approach N,P and R all cross |Yes
thw Wirral far closer to Spital than your agreed apporaoch suggests. As you cannot manage this route
adequatley how can we have any confidence any new routes would be any different. Please calrify
how you will rectify the issue of apporachs being at least 200m further North than they should be on
routes N, P and R

Unavoidable noise and environmental issues. Things nowadays are better than they've ever been and [No
will improve further.

We shouldn’t have to be put in a position whereby this effects our lovely environment. Not Answered

No




The flights over the Irish sea pass directly over my house as it is. | don't require anymore noise No
Disruption to wildlife, environmental issues Yes
Why is one area getting 100% of volume of air traffic and related noise Yes

Increase noise and polution in area are not acceptable, any changes just reduce both.

Not Answered

Obviously it will increase the noise and environmental impact,which is why | am opposed to it

Yes

No

The area | live in will not only suffer more than a 50% increase in noise pollution but will also be an
unacceptable increase in air pollution

Not Answered




Enough noise already and pollution No

Not Answered

all options will be worse for noise in my house Yes

No
Aircraft currently heard at 10pm in bebington please don't make worse. No
Noise levels in this area are already at a high level. No

Not Answered




Already noisy late 10pm wakes my son reguarly

No

It will impact on health and. Mental well-being . No
| think there will be more noise No
The proposal appears to involve a large increase in flights over the Wirral. This is an area of No
residence, and also countryside. Increasing flight noise in both day and night is not acceptable.

As a bromborough resident we accept some level of noise is inevitable due to the proximity of the No

airport. However, as we already have flight noises that impact upon quality of life we cannot
reasonably be expected to embrace an increase in noise pollution and disruption to everyday life.

No




Although throughout the document it clearly states noise levels which we currently experience on an |Yes
occasional basis however with the proposed changes, my property will be directly affected, with a
significant increase in the frequency of above mentioned noise and environmental implications.
While occasional noise is manageable | find it hard to imagine the new changes to make for a
comfortable living situation. The areas affected by the proposed changes also include a conservation
area and nature reserve having a detrimental impact on both

Yes

No




the proposed routes of low flying routes are likely to cause a massive noise nuisance but your own
Consultative Committee records relatively few complaints about noise if the sole and regular
complainant from Warrington, who by their admission has been reported to the police but you do
not discuss the public health hazards from low flying aircraft exhausts, which like car exhausts,
contain a variety of toxic air pollutants, including sulphur dioxide and nitrogen oxides. Depending on
wind direction these toxins would be spread over the surrounding areas increasing air contamination
in the region and further shortening lives, which are already shortened by existing air contamination
from hazardous industries and road and air traffic, due to the respiratory problems and cancers these
contaminants are known to cause.

Yes

No

| live directly on t flight path and noise is already an issue. More would be unbearable

No

| chose to live here due to the healthier environment, if this ridiculous notion goes ahead shall have
to move from the area

Not Answered




No

Negative impact on house value

No

Not Answered

Not Answered

There will be a significant increase in noise and noise levels again particularly for groups of residents [Yes
bearing the brunt of the flight route changes. This must not be allowed, fairer solutions must be

found.

We live on the flight path which is already noisy No




Quality if sleep disturbed. Planes flying all night not acceptable.

Not Answered

The mental health and well-being of me and my family (and neighbours) is very important to me.
Thus any reduction in the environmental impact of proposed changes are crucial. Limiting direct
flyover is the only requirement for me and my community, thus combination C can not be be
accepted.

Not Answered

No noise, no pollution

No

Not Answered

Increased noise pollution, toxic air pollution, low level flying over major hazardous industrial sites No
including a top tier COMAH sites

No
The pollution and noise will effect nature and are environment No




Have enjoyed the lack of pollution and noise during the Covid19 crisis No

As per my above comments - this area already suffers from additional noise pollution and other No
pollution than most.. adding to this will only make the situation worse. Eastham/Bromborough is
also a densely populated area with numerous additional housing developments in process - Eastham
Woods is one of the few spaces that people can go to in the local area to enjoy the wildlife and
nature. The flight psths would severly disrupt this.

the noise is unacceptable for residents who have never experienced this. Yes

Why should residents suffer and put up with noise and pollution. The airport should change and No
utilities the river as a road to the airport. Not the people. It’s about profit over people yet again

Not Answered




Not Answered

Not Answered

All options will (not may) have impacts on Wirral residents as regards noise and pollution. Option P is
especially bad and totally unacceptable.

Yes

Too much air traffic over the wirral

Not Answered




Fairer to spread the impact of flighpaths across the region rather than on one area. Night flights Yes
problematic

Pollution No

Not Answered

| am concerned that if instrument guided landing is enforced at JLA, then even at existing air traffic No
levels, there will be a real increase over certain areas of my constituency, in particular, Walton,
Appleton, Stockton Heath and Latchford. This part of Warrington is already one of the heaviest
polluted areas in the North West, and | could not support any move that could make this worse. The
impact of noise would also have further deleteriuos effects on residents, many of whom already put
up with enough noise impact even and current flight path/approach arranegements




No

The extra noise and added air pollution that comes with living around a busy flight path is terribly No
detrimental to the health, and wellbeing of children adults and the elderly not too mention people’s
mental health.

Yes

No




The noice and environmental impact on Wirral would be devastating. The impact on mental health Not Answered
from noice, sleep disturbance etc...

| live under the proposed new route & it would impact greatly on my life on a daily basis if all planes [No
used this route. | have lived here 40 years & up to now have no objections to the level of traffic to &
from the airport. Please do not change this

The Spital and Clatterbridge areas include SSSI's and Hospices. Any increase in environmental or noise [Not Answered
impact needs to be absolutely minimised

See abive No




Not Answered

The impact at busy times is horrendous now that means there will be increased traffic day and night [No

Yes

No

Noise levels are very loud as previously stated you cannot hear someone sitting next to you whena [Yes
planes goes over your head. They are very close to the roof when they fly over my house.

Eastham and Bromborough already suffer from noise pollution and this is going to greatly increase Not Answered
and cause a detrimental effect to the whole community.




The aircraft landing and taking off seem to be lower than the regs permit. No

| believe that too many flights having the same paths will result in too much pollution beingin a No
concentrated area

We already have enough noise and air pollution in the Bromborough area. No

| have no idea of the impact. Stop it. Yes

we already have farr to many planes passing overhead No




The changes involve an increase in noise pollution by at least doubling up to possibly trebling the
noise pollution over the Wirral, particularly the Eastern corner of the Wirral which bears the brunt of
the noise pollution. The noise pollution should be shared equitably over the communities
surrounding the airport. In particular flying down the river Mersey should be intruduced where the
aircraft can climb qiickly or descend quickly to IJLA avoid overflying the local communities. It may be a
little more expensive on fuel but the most important consideration is the impact on the
communitiers surounding the airport.

Not Answered

See above

Yes

Spital is gradually being eroded with increased noisy heavy traffic on the motorway and increased air
travel. | believe there are alternative routes over non or less residential areas that could be utilised
as flight paths.

No




| do not want to have more air and noise pollution pushed to my home area Yes
Have enough noise already. Yes
No

its bad enough now no more needed

Not Answered

We want less noise not more

No




Strongly object to an increase in aircraft noise and environmental pollution over such a built up area.
We are already woken by planes flying low over our house, these proposals will seriously increase
these problems effecting each and every household in the area. It will be detrimental to our
wellbeing, detrimental to our health , detrimental to our wildlife .

Yes

A-N is preferred as it offers the greatest benefits in terms of reduced noise exposure, especially at
night.

Not Answered

Unacceptable No
Any changes that will have adverse consequences (whether noise or environmental impacts) need to |Yes
be re-thought.

What are the environmental inpacts? This worries me very much. I'm unhappy living directly under  |No

such an increased number of air traffic. It will reduce the value and sale appeal of my house. I'm
concerned about the health impacts it would have. Noise pollution is a big worry for me.

Option A over C to reduce noise over built up areas of East wirral

Not Answered




No

Directly overhead No

We already have the railways behind our house, planes going over regularly and main roads, we do  |Yes
not want more noise from more planes. This area has already lost a battle against a new housing
estate which will increase the number of cars by around 200. We do not need anymore noise in Rock
Ferry!

We should be looking at ways to help the environment and so everything we can to halt the climate |No
emergency. Expansion will do the opposite.




In terms of noise and environmental impact on my area, | can't see any positive for Wirral residents.

No

It is about the noise impact in local area. As we already have behind our home is railway. Also our
road is used by police and other people as a cut through. The last think we need is more noise with
planes .

Not Answered




Port sunlight is a protected area and should not be subjected to any changes in noise levels or No
environmental impact.

No
the noise is bad as it is,to add more flights or lower the flight path would creat more noise Yes
| do not feel we should have to accept the changes in noise & environmental impacts in our local Yes

area.

No




See above No

Wirral residents would have a huge air traffic increase causing significant negative impact to our Yes
environment.

There doesn’t need to me an increase in the noise already being made No

We do not need this atall there is no reason it can’t stay to how it is already | have 2 young children |No
who love to play in garden the air pollution will go awful if this goes ahead




| object to the burden of negative environmental impact being placed heavily in Wirral.

Not Answered

No

No

No

Yes

As a resident of Port Sunlight, | cannot approve the CN, CR & CP proposed routes or your proposal to
create one single flight path out over Bromborough. Increased air traffic/noise/pollution on this scale
in a quiet residential area that includes the Port Sunlight Villge English Heritage site, 12 primary
schools & 11 secondary schools would be highly inappropriate.

Yes




Wirral...the leisure peninsula...save our land. Save the environment. Keep this green and pleasant
land.

Not Answered

If flight were substantially over the river these issues would be less serious Yes
Are you seriously expecting us to bear the brunt of the traffic willingly No
Yes hence why | object to the proposed changes asl am not happy for this to happen. Yes
we should be aiming to reduce environmental impact of all travel methods No




ehat they are concerned that should LILA extend the amount of air traffic in the future, as a result of
the transition, it could present increased noise issues and other related problems for the Northop
Hall area - and we have not had enough information on this matter.

Not Answered

The proposed routes appear to require aircraft to almost circle residential areas unnecessarily.

Yes

. Expansion of any sort is likely to have negative impacts on Wirral residents in terms of noise
pollution. This consultation is not about expansion, but the new systems will help enable expansion

Yes




No

We already have high noise and pollution levels

Yes

As Q12

No

If there is a choice of using a route over the river why would you choose to inflict the noise and
pollution onto local residents?

Not Answered

Going to turn a lovely area into a noise more polluted one, | strongly object the proposals

No

See above

No




HOW MUCH MORE NOISE WILL THERE BE OVER WIRRAL AND CHEM TRAILS No
No
We alreWe already have too many large noisy planes flying over and would not support an increase |No
in this. During lock down so far with no planes there has been a big increase in birds and wild life in
the area. The lower noise level has been made more pleasant environment to live in. If it could be
guaranteed that the noise level could be kept down we would be more likely not to object as much.
enough flights over the wirral, especially between 10pm and 6am No
As above, strongly object. It may have an impact on home values also as well as the additional noise |No

and pollution

No




| do t want more noise or pollution No
Yes

As stated previously procedures A-N and C-N deliver improvemnts to noise and air quality whilst Yes

having least impact upon our residents.

Noise is already unacceptable and from low flying aircraft in particular.My property vibrates. No

| do not want more flights over Bromborough No

We all ready have enough noise caused by the volume of flight as it is we do not want anymore No




Not happy - already busy No
its juts noisy all the time, but since corona itrs been bliss Yes
Not happy at all.bad asthmatic as it is No
Would impact on me terrible No

No
Dontso it No




see attached pdf No
See above Yes
Noisy enough around here already, it’s not only the airport noise around here, we also have Yes

extremely noisy docks that can go on all night, plus your plains.




All options presented so far have a negative impact on Wirral residents. The proposed changes are Yes
apparently not designed to facilitate expansion of traffic at LILA, however they will automatically
enable that expansion. The proposal shows a number of options - residents need to be able to view
ALL the options, not just those deemed desirable by LJLA.
No

Not Answered

which is to the detriment of any one area is grossly unfair. The authorities have an obligation to
improve the impact of pollution for every citizen not make it worse for some.

The route to be proposed should turn south and not north as this is over industrial and non No
residential land

Due to noise and pollution and lots of cancer deaths in this area Yes
Everyone is entitled to live in a pollution free environment. Any changes to routes and procedures No




We absolutely need to reduce impact of noise and environmental impact. This is why | am rejecting |Yes
all changes and absolutely object to the intended expansion of flights over proposed flight paths
over Bebington and Wirral in particular . We need less flights not more!

Without justification the disruption to the lives of those living in Eastham and Bromborough will be  |Yes
impacted negatively with regards to extra noise and pollution.

The global situation needs to be considered, not just local impacts Yes

They will change the enviromental and noise impact on the Wirral. Nothing being suggested will help [Yes
the enviroment or climate change.

No




No

Not Answered

| object to the proposed flight path over Wirral Because of increased noise and air pollution No
have already stated this as my main objection No
Noise and pollution will greatly impact our area No
Bad enough as it is No

We currently occupy a home at Kings Hill in Bromborough, we already feel to much air traffic passes |No
our home, we hear flight early morning right up until we go to bed late at night, this would he a
massive disappointment if more air traffic was pushed through this route




It shouldn’t happen. It’s already too noisy! No

This procedure has been smuggled through under the cover of Coronavirus, without letting the No
people of Wirral know about it, knowing that with Corvid-19 taking up most people's time and
concern, they will not be able to learn about the proposed route or mobilise action against it. This
consultation should therefore be considered fraudulent and rerun once the Coronavirus pandemic is
over.

Unacceptable No

As before | object to extra noise pollution and the effects it will have on the way | live. No

Living right under the flight path, | find it shocking that a Liverpool Airport would almost all trafficto [Not Answered
go via the Wirral.




Flights will increase from 30%to 80% and will be especially environmentally detrimental to residents
at night.

Yes

| don't want any additional noise pollution above my house or above the Port Sunlight River Park
conservation area. So planes could come off the airport runway and follow the length of the River
Mersey out of to the Irish Sea instead of going over houses in Bromborough Pool & surrounding
areas.

Not Answered

detrimental effect on the Wirral

As a local resident, | am very concerned to note the potential increase in noise pollution in my local |Yes
area. It is bad enough as it is and is completely unnecessary to make the proposed changes in light of

the detrimental impact that it will have on residents which is easily avoidable by maintaining current
flight paths

There will be more noise pollution and this combined with environmental pollution will have a Yes




It is not right to increase the amount of air travel over an area so drastically. No

There is already too much noise pollution without putting even more planes above us. No

No

These proposed preferred changes are totally unacceptable. Of the options suggested, A-R seemsto [Yes
have the least impact on Wirral residents.

Night flights are unfair, to increase from 30% to 80% over my or anyones home is unfair. Yes




It will if distribution is fair ( spital bebington won’t get all of it ) Yes

Noise pollution is damaging to health No
No
No
Expansion of any sort is likely to have negative impacts on Wirral residents in terms of noise Not Answered

pollution. This consultation is not about expansion, but the new systems will help enable expansion

Not Answered




The noise impact will.be significant

No

The imposition of noise pollution is unacceptable and detrimental to quality of life of thousands of
people.

Yes

| am not supportive of any changes that could effect the environment

Not Answered

Unacceptable increase No
Increased nose for local residents No
Already there are 30% flights coming over Rany Mere and it is extremely noisy. Increased traffic No

would be unbearable.

Dont do it

No




narrower flight paths concentrate the noise/environmental impacts. It would be better to keep the  |No
flight paths as dispersed as possible to minimise the impact on residents.

Increased air traffic over Wirral will produce a lot more noise and pollution and will reduce quality of [Yes
life here.

Too much noise already. Yes

Bad enough now at 30 percent Yes

It is an outrage and appalling that they are even being considerss in 2020 as we try to reduce already [No
harmful levels of pollution and noise levels.

As above, they would increase the noise and air pollution over the Wirral No




Already two many flights over out area causing noise and air pollution Yes

"May Change"? - Wow, so if this is possible, why didn't you consult properly and send us all letters in |Yes
plain English that would enable us to make an informed decision?

No

Concentrating such a large amount of traffic over the Wirral will be terrible for migrating birds that Not Answered
use the skys above. We have some many lovely green spaces that have so many variations of wildlife.
Long and continued noise and pollution could scare these away

The options do not give an acceptable degree of choice. Full range of possible flight-paths are Yes
required.




Restricting to one route will have a detrimental impact on people living in Wirral, the way it works No
now with them being spread out seems much fairer to the people living under the flight path.

Detrimental impact on environment and quality of life. No
Noise would be a health risk Yes

Not Answered

Not Answered

Current air traffic already too much over my house

Yes




All options have a significantly negative impact on wirral residents. Night flights in particular will No
cause huge disruption to residents.

Night Flight and Narrow Flightpaths increase local impact and should be abandoned. Yes
The radical increase in air traffic suggested impacts every aspect of life, not least house values! Yes
It is necessary to minimise the impact on communities and therefore as many of the flight paths as No
possible should be over water rather than land

See comment above. Why would anyone choose to have additional aircraft noise over their No
property?

No we clearly do not want that Yes




This proposal would further concentrate noise and environmental damage on households withing the [No
Runway 09 approach corridor.
Nightime use should not be allowed/necessary at this provincial airport with no longhaul traffic No

I'm led to believe that the proposed changes would see a significant increase of flights overhead,
resulting in increased noise pollution for residents.

Not Answered




Not Answered

Not Answered

Not Answered




Not Answered

Increased noise, pollution ,health issues increased risk of major incident Yes

The noise and environmental pollution would damage my quality of life and that of other No
inhabitants where | live.

Strongly suggest you look at this No

Wirral residents not informed and proposal will have significant negative impact on noise pollution. |No
Significant impact on spital - night flights especially will impact quality of life




see above comment Yes

Health and mental wellbeing changes, sleepless nights and outdoor extra noise with environmental [No
problems to wildlife and humans

The consultation is null and void since it does not include climate change considerations are required [Yes
by the Paris agreement, as reinforced by the High Court in the case of Heathrow expansion.

Crossing over at Bromborough and travelling towards New Ferry will increase noise levels above No
densely populared area and Grade li listed villsge of Port Sunlight

No

No




Any increase in environmental impact is unacceptable and should be subject to much more extensive
investigation and consultation

No

Dear Sir / Madam My Society has only recently become aware of this consultation. We are
especially concerned about the implication for the areas of Bromborough and Eastham in terms of
noise and pollution. May we also ask that in view of the present situation with the Pandemic,
whether it would be the right thing if this consultation be suspended until something approaching
normality returns?

Not Answered

As stated above, the increase in noise is completely unacceptable and will have a detrimental effect

Yes

| object to the increased noise

No

Expansion of any sort is likely to have negative impacts on Wirral residents in terms of noise
pollution. This consultation is not about expansion, but the new systems will help enable expansion.

Not Answered




No

The ultimate aim of the airport is to increase flights and earn more money, this means more aircraft [Yes
noise and overflying of Wirral residential areas - | strongly object to this
There is already excessive noise and pollution from LILA in this part of Wirral Yes




See comments at 10 above

Yes

See comments at 10 above

Yes




See comments at 10 above Yes

Not Answered

No

No

Increased noise pollution in my area. Not Answered




No

The only acceptable changes to noise and 'environmental impacts' are those which stop poisoning Yes
our children and our planet. This is an Emergency now.

Your prooosal will increase noise and pollution over bromborough Yes

We do not need any further increase in noise levels. Wirral is supposed to be “the leisure peninsular” |Yes
where Merseysiders can go to enjoy some peace and tranquility, whilst breathing in some fresh air.
We do not want to be subjected to aviation pollution.

East Wirral households are already subject to poor health outcomes compared to other parts of No
Wirral. Concentrating routes over these areas could make this worse.

Not Answered




Please see my comments on Qu 10 and Qu 12 above. Yes

I think there should be further consultation and time to discuss with residents Not Answered




As above

No

The main thrust of these changes have a greater impact on the Wirral South Residents than at
present. Increasing the environmental damage to the quality of life they currently have. The planned
changes are very disproportionate when consideration is given to the current structure in place which
shares the burden of the enviromental impact and damage that an Airport causes . Whilst it's
important that we have and support air travel the ultimate responsibility is the duty of care of the
operator and the CAA in these matters to not only protect the safety of passengers and crews but
also the safety, health and well being of residents on the ground exposed to such operations. To
further insure that any changes in operational procedures do not disadvantage any one section of any
community.

Yes

AS LONG AS THERE ANRE NOT ANY NIGHT TIME FLIGHTS

No




Wirral Council has to act in the best interests of residents and cannot support actions that may lead
to an increase in noise. We also understand as stated above that based on the modelled 2030 data
that noise would likely increase if these airspace changes did not take place. The additional benefit
that comes from working in partnership with our neighbours in the region including its many
resources is not being overlooked. We understand that many of our businesses and residents rely on
such infrastructure such as that offered by LILA to better serve our needs, to connect us with wider
economies and opportunities across the continent. We recognise that the assumptions which the
travel and freight industries have made will be affected by the disruption of economic activity arising
from Covid 19. In these circumstances some of the previous assumptions about the pressures on
airspace will, along with the response to it, also need to be re-evaluated.

Yes

SID AGGAR AR option could still be improved by reducing the TODA

No




| am already unhappy with the noise from planes flying over Neston. | would like a reduction in noise [No
not an increase

It is contrary to the spirit of the government and Cheshire West declaration of a global climate No
emergency, above all things. The consultation is null and void since it does not include climate change
considerations as required by the Paris agreement, as reinforced by the High Court in the case of
Heathrow expansion.

The Wirral is a leisure peninsula and highly populated. Where there is a workable alternative to the [Yes
proposals it appears irresponsible to not even consider the these alternatives.

Air travel is environmentally unsound and should be curtailed, before it is too late. Yes
A full consultation considering climate change and the natural envrionment No




| suggest that, of the routes offered, AR is the best option for my local area.

Yes

The climate change adpects of this proposal have not been adequately covered, appearing as only
minor changes in tables. The niuse reductipn is not large.

Yes




However, the fundamental issue is that all the options are more detrimental to the local population
than the flight arrangements currently employed due the unacceptable increase in noise pollution
that the new arrangements entail. There is a general perception of this in the South Wirral
community but | now have a more specific awareness of the issue following technical input from a
contact | have who is well conversed with the aviation industry. However, my understanding is that
there is a technical solution to the issue which should satisfy both the needs of the LILA new
instrumentation procedures and ensure the continued well being of all the residents who are
overflown by aircraft emanating from LILA, | will detail this option at 12 below. As regards the options
at paras A.1.1 to A.1.7. options CN CP and CR are unacceptable because one of the takeoff routes
overflies the Wirral (option R 27 SID AGGAR) and LILA have, in consultation with stakeholders
already developed a better procedure at R 27 SID AGGAR AR where the route takes off over the
Mersey and does not overfly the Wirral. LILA must be bound by their agreement with stakeholders
who represent the South Wirral community, if a C option was nevertheless adopted by LJLA the level
of disquiet in the South Wirral and the political repercussions would be considerable. But this does
not seem to be a real problem, it seems LILA are also not keen on the C options in any event and they
seem to have been included as a matter of form and for completeness. Option A-N is preferred over
option C-N by LILA and options CP and CR rank 5 and 6 out of 6 in the LILA preference of alternative
schemes. If LILA drop the C options in short order this would be very well received by the South
Wirral community. Of the 3 A options AR is preferable because this option limits the noise pollution
for Merseyside residents. The R option (09 SID CAVEN OPTION) loops over the marshes and then
back up the Mersey , the N option or P option (09 SID CAVEN) loops over Liverpool and then over the
Wirral causing much more noise pollution than option R. It is accepted that the interface with
Hawarden traffic may cause some difficulties but | am sure the view of all the Merseyside population
is that they would like LILA to work with and overcome these difficulties to ensure the well being of
the communities which surround LILA.

Yes

Increased noise pollution on Wirral

No




As mentioned earlier, the noise level relates to each aircraft, not an average. Not Answered

Proposals do NOTHING to reduce noise impact for those of us who live next to the airport and will Yes
prrmanently suffer 72 decibels when you admit above 51 is detrimental to health/wellbeing. Also
continue to suffer from fuel emissions which can be tasted in the air, both outside and INSIDE houses.
My persistant cough has been non existant since the airport hss been virtually closed during COVUD
19. This proves the detrimental effect upon local peples health.

All options would have serious negative impacts on noise and air quality for Wirral south and beyond, |Yes
which is unacceptable.

As above, spread the pain. Go with routes that minimise the noise impact on residents as muchas |No
possible. People live here, it's not just about LILAs business needs!




While | welcome any changes that decrease noise and emissions, the overall strategy seems to be to |No
increase traffic and hope that quieter more efficient engines will offset this. In order to address the
Climate Crisis, we need to maintain or reduce air traffic as well as benefit from these technological
changes.

xpansion of any sort is likely to have negative impacts on Wirral residents in terms of noise pollution. [No
This consultation is not about expansion, but the new systems will help enable expansion.




Please see my comments on Qu 10 and Qu 12 above. Yes

| am extremely concerned about the impact of the proposed changes on the pollution levels of the Not Answered
Wirral peninsula. This area is home to a diverse range of wildlife, due to the woodland areas and the
coastal environment, which should be protected. Similarly, the noise levels will undoubtedly increase,
disrupting the lives of the local, and especially elderly, population.

It would be horrendous for the already busy route n noise increasing. No




There is overwhelming evidence tgst aircraft noise causes stress and overwhelming evidence thus Yes
leads to death due to cardiovascular imps t. Noise is the worst stressor as there is no control.

Noise is the main considerations as aircraft companies will have environmental targets Yes

No

| do not wish this to happen, not for me or for anyone, why would | want to have increased pollution [Yes




| have adressed this issue in my coments in reply to Qu 10 and Qu 12 above.

Yes

No




| am against any increased noise over my house at CH2 2AL No

Every one of them has a negative effect on Bromborough. We should be allowed to choose the least [No
negative

| have an autistic child an increase in noise pollution would greatly impact her life and well being No

These proposals do not take into account full environmental impact such as the effect on climate Yes
change or biodiversity (for instance how it will affect bird migration routes etc)

But | can't see a simple explanation of how matters are now where | live and how they might change. [No
So it's not practical to comment.




All options will impact Wirral residents adversely vs today. More options of flight paths should be No
provided but over and above that the narrowing down of flight paths should not be pursued as it has
an unfair impact on affected residents

Aircraft noise at the momemt is enough without an increase in traffic Yes

See above No

Not Answered




Not Answered

Not Answered

Not Answered

Not Answered




FASI (N) Comments

No flights over rural wales

Airport cos of its position causes less noise to neighbours

As above. | object to any expansion of air traffic adjacent to a residential area such as Speke

Consider my previous comments




Keep the old routes but air traffic more efficiently

See above




Your routes don’t need to impact on local residents.

close liverpool airport and integrate with manchester expansions

The well-being of the majority of the population should take precedence over increased business
proposals.




Not enough information given to make a decision




Not aware of this




Not possible to comment with seeing specific proposals




Change your designs.

LILA is more committed to making even more money, and not thinking of the people below the
flight paths, noise and air pollution.




Do what is best for the environment

leave are green space alone

no comment




Where is the information on FASI(N)? You have deliberately made the whole process as obscure as
possible, in an attempt to stop members of the public participating in it.







| think it important that a coordinated decision on strategy should be made with Manchester
airport under whose TMA Liverpool is situated.

Does not appear to take proper account of noise nuisance




Please contact households and businesses affected as | only found this proposal by chance. It has
not been publicised are you trying to hide something?

As above







| think it's a good idea and needs to happen, especially in such a congested airspace with
Manchester Airport and the MTA. | think the plans are sensible and will be good!

Should be NO expansion




Do not need increase flights. Post Covid19 it is expected to see less air flights.




The flights should not be above residential areas.

Just stop encouraging ppl to take unnecessary journeys. We need to stop with the short term, for
profit, thinking

Integration of air traffic into such a system Des kills the manpower required and leaves those living

below such flight paths to catastrophic failures, especially with an automated control system, highly
vulnerable to failure .




Expand Manchester Airport instead.

Lay person are hardly able to make realistic comments

Don't know what that is!




You cannot pretend to have carried out anything that can accurately be described as consultation
unless you make the consultation documentation easy to understand. You have not done so this
time round; | expect you will be equally obstructive next time. | object.







As above. We should be reducing the amount we fly. We should be concentrating on cycling,
railways, and if necessary environmentally friendly shipping.




Wet poor consultation do not care what the public feel health issues




Air traffic needs to reduce not increase







you will do whats supports your own aim

FASI(N) should consider the need to meet net zero carbon emissions by 2050 or earlier and if it
doesn’t LILA should not support it.




Obviously the noise levels and add to pollution; lessening air quality.




Your public consultation documents seem deliberately obtuse. | could not find reference to this
strategy in your 114 page document.




| would if | had time to reflect on what the plans involve at s consultation meeting

Manchester airport supports this region sufficiently well

Consider the same routes




Continue to take the impact of environmental issues in consideration







You haven’t considered anything but money for your selfs! DONT FIX WHAT IS NOT BROKEN!!

Already. Mentioned




Don’t do it.




Consideration to be given to the environment, pollution and population.

Yet again, more flights and noise and pollution




It's bad enough now, if the proposals go ahead noise and aircraft pollution will be much worse

Question is too obscure

The consultation is flawed in that a lot of background knowledge is assumed and a very limited
number of options are given.

Reduce the number of flights you operate




Can residents be given the full range of possible flightpaths and not just the limited options in this
consultation?







| think the flight paths should be more widely ranged so that no one georaphical line is
disproportionately affected.

Flight paths should be over commercial or agricultural areas.




CONSULT CONSULT CONSULT




The future and progress of the area need to have this type of connection

You should also be fully committed to the concerns of the public your proposals will have the
greatest impact upon.

There is never one solution and planners should have consideration for this delightful part of the
country not just their convenience.







I am a layman not a technical expert versed in aeronautical jargon and procedures, etc.




Although I'm not against updated technology - | think this is also an excuse to expand the airport
which | am ver much against.

Send the planes somewhere else. We don't want them.




Reduce the no of flights over the Wirral

There needs to be further time and opportunity for both experts and non-expert residents to
consider alternative options.




Please propose fair solutions where the impact is shared across Merseyside and surrounding areas
and not just by residents across the River Mersey in Wirral South

Consider as much as you like, but this does not mean you have to make changes. | am highly
suspicious that this consultation is incomprehensible to the lay person and has been kept secretive
from residents who will be affected far more than 'stakeholders'




| feel the consulatation has been kept very quiet among the local residents. Hardly anyone i know
living on the Wirral are even aware of this consultation. It should of been more wildly publicised




Cut back on flights

Health & well being should be more important than business interests.




Leave Wirral alone please




Narrower flightpaths seem m-uch more unfair on those affected. It wo-uld be better to keep
flightpaths as wid-ely dispersed as possible to reduce the - impa-ct on residents, although any
increase i-n disturbance anywhere is problematic




Health and wellbeing of constituents should be more important than business interests.

Where is the information on FASI (N)? Proposals in documents are far too complicated







Narrower flightpaths seem much more unfair on those affected. It would be better to keep
flightpaths as widely dispersed as possible to reduce the impact on residents, although any increase
in disturbance anywhere is problematic.




We...do not want any changes

This will effect are lifestyle noise and value to are homes

If you are committed to this you need to consider the increase in activity over the Wirral/Cheshire.




The changes proposed disproportionately impact Wirral.




Self-interested money based philosophy that is detrimental in long run to people’s & planet




Please consider the very negative impact on Wirral residents, especially with regard to noise
pollution, particularly at night. Also please consider the Environmental impact - Climate
change/Ozone layer. Maybe its time to put the Environment before Profit!!!







Leave the approach and departure as they are




It needs to be spread out more as it seems to be currently.




All future routes should be fairly spread across the immediate area, spreading the obvious negative
impacts of the airport’s traffic.

No flights over rural or suburban areas

The lives of local residents have not been taken into consideration with these new flight paths.




Not Answered




Need to look at routes which are not already affected not add to them.

Change the route




Same as above !!




Use of river Mersey approach/departures




Engage with us in normal english so we can understand what your talking about




there is no future in helping to destroy the plant




Not sure what this is meant to mean to the layperson




Public should always be consulted










FASI designs are out of the experience of almost all of the population. Asking for comments on it is
almost fatuous. It is up to LILA to come up with improvements. We need a reduction in flights,
noise and pollution, as well as no concentration of flights over one flight path.

Planes are far too low now flying over our garden we certainly do not want bigger jets and more of
them going over I'm sure the people who are planning this wouldn't do it in their own back yards




| don’t want to be breathing in your fumes.




Not sure what this entails.




consider more routes




See 12







see comments below







The future is to reduce air travel. The future lies in trains that connect to heartland Europe.

No







It would be nice to be notified










As stated above




If your future strategy is about expansion this will have a negative impact regarding noise pollution.
As your consultation is not about expansion at the moment your new system could enable your
intent to expand in the future

Routes must reduce noise and flying over urban areas, not increase them as suggested




Better links to Manchester airport

See answer to 13 above

It appears the strategy enables you to expand in the future causing an increase in noise and air
pollution, which we are supposed to be trying to decrease.




This is the first time | have heard of these proposals What has gone wrong with your
communications. | only have 5 days to object this is not enough to consider such a major change.







As above




You do not explain what FASI(N) is and the links in your consultation document to engage with
other organisations or authorities are not live




If this future strategy planning is to prepare for a an increase in traffic in/out of Liverpool airport

then | think it is wrong and completely undermines efforts nationally and internationally to address
climate change issue. | believe that we will need to curb and reduce where possible flights, certainly
until more environmentally friendly means of doing so are in place. We must begin to take seriously
the steps we will will have to take to address the challenges of global climate change.







The airspace strategy has no right to inconvenience residents.




Any changes made or to be made would be absolutely stupid given the current situation regarding
Covid19 and climate change.




What does this mean. Public cannot comment properly on things that are not explained to them










Remember the effect it has on local communities mental health.




You are not authorised to deceive the public. Stop it




See above




Leave the routes as they are - it is more fair to everyone in the area rather than pushing everything
over one area.

Leave well alone don't want it.




My comments are as above, | do not want increased aircraft traffic in the vicinity of my residence

This is a move in the right direction, but it does not go far enough.










this does not help the people of brombough with low flights,greater noise more flights

If LILA wants to consider routes & proposals | feel they should have a meeting with the families
who will be drastically affected by the change of these routes!!!




The consultation gives limited route options, local residents are entitled to wider public meetings
and consultations to discuss "pros and cons" and raise their concerns




Manchester Airport is concerned that the proposals fail to make optimum use of airspace, which is
inconsistent with the objectives of FASI-N. A full written explanation of the concerns of
Manchester Airport have been provided in a letter sent directly to Liverpool John Lennon Airport.

Supporting FASI designs should not take precedence over aircraft noise/pollution exposure in local
residential communities.




See below

Consider routes that don’t affect 1 residential area only. So you could spread the routes. Use the
area of the river more as well.




| need mor information regarding FASI designs to be able to fully understand the need for changes
to present routes.

Do it fairly see answer to Q.15




Take the flight paths away from Wirral by using river flight paths







As members of the LILA committee and Noise Sub-Committee we would comment as and when
specific developments within LILA arise




where are these future designs you talk about




see attached pdf

Please share info so | can comment

Aviation is going to fundamentally change in the next fifteen to twenty years, with smaller planes
and hybrids. Wouldn’t like you crashing out with obsolete infrastructure and costs that get passed
on to the public with bailouts.




There is no mention in the consultation document of FASI(N), and how the LILA proposals align with
the general FASI(N) proposals. LILA need to make ANY consequences of aligning with FASI(N) clear
to all concerned.

| want it stopped Due to noise and pollution and lots of cancer deaths in this area




To ‘consider’ does not mean you have to conform. Re-evaluate policy and find a better and a less
environmentally damaging alternative.

Consider no change. Change for changes sake seems irresponsible and unnecessarily disruptive

Does this include the climate emergency? If not, it needs to do so!

See above, night flight will become problamatic. Every option has an impact on the Wirral










Please provide residents in areas which are effected by the proposed changes all the options and
not just the limited ones you have provided in the consultation document.

Use the River mersey as an extended runway out to the Irish Sea instead of going over houses in
Bromborough Pool & surrounding areas.

It is not clear why the implementation of future FASI designs should require such limited flight
paths. Consideration should be given to the impact that this will have on the local environment and
residents

Other routes look to be better and offer least worst environmental impacts




Public consultation is essential. These should be properly advertised within the areas impacted.

Residents not consulted and this will have a major impact on our health and wellbeing.




Yes so consult the residents in the regions that it will affect




Evidence based research on the environmental impact of industrialised areas on populations is
ongoing. There is no reason to think the negative impact of imposing greater noise and emissions
pollution will not be found to have even greater impact on physical and mental health than
previously considered.




Keep as much as possible over unpopulated areas

Get some new people who care about the natural world




We have two airports servicing the area Liverpool and Manchester. You should consolidate on
Manchester as this will have the high speed rail link to London

Again, plain English please!

Each option has a significantly negative impact on Wirral residents.




Just take note of local people

No choices given residents




This is an arbitory ambition that has no integrity.

Don't use us as a quick solution to any problems raised as a result of new strategy

Dont commit










The air traffic over spital should not be increased




concerned about the impact on the older generation

The consultation is null and void since it does not include climate change considerations are
required by the Paris agreement, as reinforced by the High Court in the case of Heathrow
expansion.




There must be other routes you can use that would cover industrial and/or commercial areas and
not residential




The whole stategy is wrong, the flight paths should be limited to least densely populated areas in all
Merseyside and less flights allowed per 24 hours to save noise, polution and earths resources.




See comments at 10 above

See comments at 10 above




See comments at 10 above




If FASI (N) does not have a plan to stop poisoning our children and our planet, then don't support it.
This is an Emergency now.

Reduce air traffic not increase it

Just use some common sense and keep the air craft away from civilisation.




Aviation safety is of paramount importance. However, my understanding is that FASI N is very
flexible in that it allows LJLA to design their new proposals in any way possible. IJLA are not
constrained only to offer options Al.1. to A 1.7. asd per the consultation document. This is a
decision LJLA have taken for operational reasons. There is room within the FASi N procedures to
also address the legitimate concerns of the communities surounding the LILA. Please see my
answers to Qu 10 and Qu 12 above.

| think there should have been more consultation with residents and the time extended for this
consultation to allow for discussion and presentations




The options put forward do not take in other options or explain why other options are non viable.




Wirral supports the principles that underpin efficient travel that saves fuel, reduces emissions of all
types and ensures the safety of both those who travel and live within the likely boundaries of the
flight paths. Effective integration with wider airspace is key to this, however generic national or
regional principles should not overrule the needs and features of individual communities and

locations, for example topological features, sensitive installations and sensitive communities and
thus support the principle of localism.




| fully understand that the FASI is important. My proposals have no effect on this strategy.

Air travel is environmentally unsound and should be curtailed, before it is too late. These proposals
are enablers for future expansion of operations at LJLA which will have a negative impact on many
thousands of people living in Wirral and Liverpool. It is time that air travel in general is recognised
as a major contributor to the Global Climate Crisis and dramatically reduced, rather than expanded.

John Lennon would be lying down on your runway to try to get you and the rest of the world to see
reason.




| would want to be consulted on any changes LJLA intends to make in future

The airports and airspace should not be expanded. There has been insufficient ublic consultation
on the strategy ;. For exampke, this is the first time | have been made aware of its name.




However, the fundamental issue is that all the options are more detrimental to the local population
than the flight arrangements currently employed due the unacceptable increase in noise pollution
that the new arrangements entail. There is a general perception of this in the South Wirral
community but | now have a more specific awareness of the issue following technical input from a
contact | have who is well conversed with the aviation industry. However, my understanding is that
there is a technical solution to the issue which should satisfy both the needs of the LILA new
instrumentation procedures and ensure the continued well being of all the residents who are
overflown by aircraft emanating from LILA, | will detail this option at 12 below. As regards the
options at paras A.1.1 to A.1.7. options CN CP and CR are unacceptable because one of the takeoff
routes overflies the Wirral (option R 27 SID AGGAR) and LJLA have, in consultation with
stakeholders already developed a better procedure at R 27 SID AGGAR AR where the route takes
off over the Mersey and does not overfly the Wirral. LJLA must be bound by their agreement with
stakeholders who represent the South Wirral community, if a C option was nevertheless adopted
by LILA the level of disquiet in the South Wirral and the political repercussions would be
considerable. But this does not seem to be a real problem, it seems LILA are also not keen on the C
options in any event and they seem to have been included as a matter of form and for
completeness. Option A-N is preferred over option C-N by LILA and options CP and CR rank 5 and 6
out of 6 in the LILA preference of alternative schemes. If LILA drop the C options in short order this
would be very well received by the South Wirral community. Of the 3 A options AR is preferable
because this option limits the noise pollution for Merseyside residents. The R option (09 SID CAVEN
OPTION) loops over the marshes and then back up the Mersey , the N option or P option (09 SID
CAVEN) loops over Liverpool and then over the Wirral causing much more noise pollution than
option R. It is accepted that the interface with Hawarden traffic may cause some difficulties but |
am sure the view of all the Merseyside population is that they would like LILA to work with and
overcome these difficulties to ensure the well being of the communities which surround LILA.




See answers to questions 11,12 and 13

| trust future proposals will be more widely consulted on with all stakeholders having a clear
understanding of what is at stake.

| have not been able to find out enough about this







Aviation safety is of paramount importance. However, my understanding is that FASI N is very
flexible in that it allows LJLA to design their new procedures in any way possible. LILA are not
constrained only to offer options Al.1. to Al.7. as per the consultation document.This is a decision
LILA have taken for operational reasons. There is room within the FASI N procedures to also

address the legitimate concerns of the communities surrounding LILA. Please see my answers to Qu
10 and Qu 12 above.




Please consider the people and the environment below the flight paths before profit.

| truly believe that profits will be put before environmental factors




Aviation security is of paramount importance. However, my understanding is that FASI N is very
flexible in that it allows LJLA to design their new procedures in any way possible. LILA are not
constrained only to ofer options A.1.1 to A 1.7. as per the consultation document. This is a decision
LILA have made for operational reasons. There is room within the FASI N procedures to also
address the legitimate concerns of the communities surrounding LILA. P,ease see my answers to
Qu 10 and Qu 12 above.




| hope that this will mean in future all changes are to reduce the climate and ecological damage
airplane travel causes. | do not fly because to the environmental impact and disasterous

I'm baffled! Hence need for a roadshow on Wirral to explain all this.




An increase in aircraft over residential properties would increase polution and have a negative
affect on property values







Reason for objection and suggested mitigation

Reason for objection and suggested mitigation

Noise

Air pollution

More technological innovation to eliminate jet fuel
‘exhaust’ pollution ( note | do not agree with the
current 'consensus' on C02, and feel that this
‘climate’ hysteria is preventing us focusing in
mitigating air pollution)

Loud and unbearable

Use the river, or move the airport

Low flying aircraft have plagued Acton Bridge for years and it’s time another
village took their turn with this noise menace.

Move VEGUN away from Acton Bridge, please!




Noise pollution Give free air ticket credits as compensation

Pollution noise.. Do it elsewhere
Departure routings RWY 27 Earlier turn, slower speeds, higher acceleration
altitides

Consernse about noise Keep them as they currently are




Stop the changes.

see above

Proposals that reduce the noise and environmental

Because you are already impacting on our sleep patterns in various seasons.
impact of changes to flight paths.

| would ask you to reconsider but it won't help and

| have said above why | oppose this proposal we have planes flying over are
you will go ahead with the change anyway

houses every day and most nights from Airbus we don't need more planes to add

to what we already have.

Noise and air pollution




Excessive noise and environmental pollution

Follow the mersey river and out towards the Irish
sea for take off and landing

How can | oppose it when | don't know if it will

n/a

n/a




Video