-

35 groups and national aviation organisations represented on the National Air Traffic Management Advisory Committee
(NATMAC) including the Ministry of Defence (MoD) Defence Airspace and Air Traffic Management (DAATM), NATS and
the British Gliding Association

-

Cornwall Council, St Just Town Council and the Constituency MP

-

The National Trust and the Duchy of Cornwall

The change sponsor included a full list of stakeholders consulted with at Appendix B of ACP-2019-75 Land's End Airport Stage
4 Step 4B Airspace Change Proposal v2.docx. Whilst the consultation was targeted at those users of the airspace and other
stakeholders for whom the proposals were most relevant, it was conducted on the CAA’s public facing citizen space platform
and so all stakeholders had the opportunity to respond. In their consultation document, the change sponsor stated that they
welcomed feedback from any interested parties.
B.1.2

Please provide a summary of responses below
The change sponsor received 63 responses of which 44 were submitted via the online citizen space portal and 19
were sent directly to the change sponsor by email. The latter were uploaded to the portal. Two responses were
received after the consultation closing date and the change sponsor accepted the first (received one day late) but
did not include the second which was received nine days after the closing date. The explanation given was the
length of time that had elapsed since the close of the consultation and that the content was already adequately
covered by other stakeholder responses.
Responses were received from a range of stakeholders including the local airports and heliports, Ministry of
Defence (MoD) - Defence Airspace and Air Traffic Management (DAATM), NATS, representatives of gliding,
paragliding and paramotoring groups, Council of the Isles of Scilly and Perranporth Flying Club.
The following table shows a summary of all stakeholder responses:
Types of responses

Number of responses and
percentage of overall number of
consultation responses

Support the proposals

29 (46%)

Prefer no change

28 (44%)

Suggested alternative
option to options consulted
on

2 (3.17%)

No comment (i.e. no
preference given, or
alternative options
suggested)

4 (6.39%)

Total

63

The following table shows how the change sponsor’s 14 key stakeholders responded to the proposal:
Types of key stakeholder
responses

Number of responses and
percentage of overall number of
key stakeholder responses

Support the proposals

10 (71.42%)

Prefer no change

2 (14.28%)

Suggested alternative
option to options consulted
on

2 (14.28%)

Total

14

47 of the 63 responses were from members of the General Aviation (GA) community. The following table shows
how the GA community responded to the proposals:
Types of responses from
the GA community

Number of responses and
percentage of overall number of
GA stakeholder responses

Object to the proposals

28 (60%)

Support the proposals

14 (29.7%)

Undecided

5 (10.64%)

Total

47

A total of 29 of the 63 stakeholders expressed support for the proposal and the following table shows which of the
4 options they expressed a preference for:
Types of responses

Number of responses and
percentage of overall number of
consultation responses

Support RMZ

11 (17%)

Support TMZ

0 (3%)

Support RMZ plus altering
size of the LETC

2 (1.3%)

Support RMZ/TMZ plus
altering size of the LETC

16 (25%)

Total

29 (46%)

The change sponsor invited feedback and comments from stakeholders regarding the height and breadth of the
corridor and also for DP 9 -The airspace design shall consider operation by a single authority. The comments
provided have been addressed at paragraph B.5.4 below.
Letters of Agreement (LoA)
MoD DAATM responding on behalf of RNAS Culdrose, the main operator of military aircraft in the LETC and
surrounding area, stated there would be no negligible impact to their operations as all their aircraft should be
operating a radio and transponder in flight. LoA’s were in place with both Land’s End and Penzance heliport and
both could be amended in due course to ensure all parties were satisfied. There were no objections to the
proposals from MoD airspace users.
Concerns were raised regarding the change sponsor’s intentions regarding allowing paraglider operators
continued access to the airspace at Sennen Cove for activities including training, tandem flights and pilot

with ATC giving joining instructions or transit advice in line with the runway in use or traffic in the vicinity. Air traffic capacity has
not been reached with regards to the number of aircraft that could be accommodated within the corridor. Any change to the
classification of the LETC would not change this and so there would be no reason why choke points would be created but the
eastern boundary of the corridor would be moved to make it more conspicuous on relevant charts.
Consultation options had not included a “no change” option. Concern was expressed that the consultation feedback form had
not included a “no change” option and that the form had been devised so that a ranking had to be provided against each of the
4 consultation options to allow the respondent to move through the form to reach the general feedback sections. Some
stakeholders considered this to be a grave omission, unfair and biased towards change.
Response: It had been identified earlier on in the process that doing nothing was not a viable option as a safety concern had
been raised and identified. The general feedback and comments sections, including an overall feedback section at the end of
the form, allowed respondents to ask that any rankings provided for the 4 options to be ignored and to state that they would
prefer no change. All no change responses were noted and included in the Step 3D categorisation of responses report.
As outlined at paragraph B. 5.2 above, all no change responses were categorised as “may impact the final proposal” and were
taken forward for consideration by the change sponsor at Stage 4.
RMZ option. The responses to this option included: this was a poor option as pilot reports are unreliable, pilots of non-radio
equipped aircraft would be prevented from enjoying class G airspace and flying along the coast, many paraglider paramotor
microlight pilots fly without radio, RMZ should be restricted to the existing corridor, an offshore RMZ is sufficient to achieve a
fully known traffic environment for manned air platforms and recommendation of creation of an RMZ with open Flight
Information Region (FIR) surface (SFC) to 2000ft along the coast. Traffic wishing to enter the LETC may be denied entry by
being asked to “standby” since this does not establish the necessary two-way communication. Traffic in this standby state will
potentially orbit in the St.Ives Bay area, not receiving any air traffic service and presenting a collision hazard.
Response: The RMZ option is now being progressed. The correct use of radio equipment offers the greatest safety benefits to
all users of the airspace and its use needs to be mandated to reduce the potential for conflict in the airspace and to reduce the
unknown traffic element. The usefulness of this relies on the accuracy of pilot position and level reports. Hand-held radios can
be purchased for around £500.There may be a small number of aircraft that do not or would not wish to use 2-way radio
equipment and so would not be permitted to enter the airspace without prior agreement. Agreements could be entered into to
allow limited operation of these aircraft subject to other factors agreed with ATC.
The likelihood of traffic having to hold outside the LETC until adequate 2-way radio communication with ATC is established is a

remote possibility. It is judged to be remote as Land’s End ATC has a Designated Operational Coverage (DOC) of 30NM and
up to 8000ft. This has proved to more than adequate, and the only times communication has been disrupted between ATC and
aircraft has been when Royal Navy helicopters have been flying near the surface of the sea in the Mounts Bay area.
The creation of an RMZ with open FIR SFC to 2000ft along the coast would not eliminate unknown traffic flying in close
proximity to the LETC and the Land’s End Aerodrome Traffic Zone (ATZ) This would result in a serious safety concern for
arriving and departing traffic as three of the final approaches at Land’s End have tracks that cross the coast at relatively low
levels. . As the runways have IAP’s likely to be used in poor weather, Land’s End ATC are required to eliminate unknown
traffic and potential conflict to the greatest extent possible. Search and Rescue (SAR) and MoD aircraft operate along the coast
and need to retain contact with ATC. Paragliding and hang-gliding flights in the area are co-ordinated in advance with ATC who
can warn other pilots of the activity.
TMZ option: The responses to this option included: A TMZ alone establishes a picture of traffic in the area but does not identify
to an air traffic service the intention of the aircraft, the changes would restrict the area to general aviation and would preclude
coastal flights of the mainland coast without a transponder if a TMZ was initiated. Many microlights, most privately operated
hot air balloons and no paragliders have transponders. Many aircraft are unable to equip with a transponder due to weight
penalty and power requirements. The cost of installing a transponder is excessive and the TMZ option serves no purpose for
the two air traffic control units as they don’t have radar and whilst it would alert a Traffic Collision Avoidance System (TCAS) it
creates an unnecessary burden on air users. Restricting electronic conspicuity (EC) enabled aircraft to those fitted with a
transponder would go against the current encouragement by the CAA and the Department for Transport (DfT) to equip with EC
devices that need not be transponders. Some stakeholders stated that the TMZ option should be pursued but with Automatic
Dependent Surveillance – Broadcast (ADS-B) mandated.
Response: The RMZ option is now being progressed. At some point in the future ADS-B would potentially be a preferred form
of TMZ, but current legislation does not support its use at this time.
Combined RMZ/TMZ option: Concerns raised that this would only be able to operate H24.
Response: The RMZ option is now being progressed. The hours of operation of the RMZ would coincide with operating hours
of the airports within the corridor.
DP8 – Feedback was invited on the height and breadth of the corridor. Responses received included: no justification for
increasing the size based on predicted traffic volume levels, preference for a much smaller area over the Cornish mainland and
with a lower limit to allow coastal transits of unequipped aircraft, area should be kept as small as possible as currently enjoyed

by so many, the dimensions should be increased to ensure GNSS procedures, Instrument procedures and GNSS PinS
procedures all have protection from the revised LETC structure and that the breadth should be increased to encompass the
holding points to the North and South of Land’s End Airport for the RNP approaches. Concern was expressed about the
impact an increase in vertical limit would have on Newquay Lower Airspace Radar Service (LARS).
Response: Most of the size change takes place over the sea and won’t have an adverse effect on most of the traffic using that
portion of the LETC. No increase in the vertical limit is planned as the change sponsor is of the view that the current 400ft
vertical limit is correct in terms of traffic management and safety. The LETC shape has been refined with the eastern boundary
moved further away from the St.Ives Bay area to ensure airspace is not unnecessarily taken up and to make it more
conspicuous on relevant charts. The overall shape takes into account Instrument Approach Procedures (IAP’s) at Land’s End
and St.Mary’s airports and proposed PinS approaches at Penzance. The change sponsor proposes that the amendments to
the shape take place in stages with stage 1 incorporating the IAP’s at Land’s End. Stage 2 relating to the PinS approaches at
Penzance and stage 3 the IAP’s at St.Mary’s to be incorporated in due course once the corresponding airspace change
proposals have been approved.
Design Principle (DP) 9 – The airspace design shall consider operation by a single authority. Some stakeholders thought this
was a sensible option with the reasons including having multiple authorities increases pilot workload and that this DP could in
itself offer a proportionate solution to reduce the incidence of unknown traffic. Others considered the flexibility of coordination
from both airfields should be retained and cited the proven co-operation of the current arrangements.
Response: The current set up works well and is widely known by pilots and ATS units and will be retained. RMZ requirements
could be met by being in two-way radio communication with any of the currently operating ATS units or operating within the
terms of a LoA.
The issues below were included with those categorised as not having the potential for impact on the final proposal, but the
change sponsor captured actions or considerations arising from their comments within their submission.
Paragliding activities in the area. Respondents provided example of recreational paragliding/hang gliding activities that could
be shut down: for example, flying at Sennen or Morvah and flying coast to coast paragliding cross-country flights from Morvah
cliff to near Lamorna.
Response: These paragliding and hang-gliding operators that utilise an area near to Sennen Cove which is situated within the
ATZ to the west of Land’s End Airport are not radio-equipped. All activities are subject to an agreement with the airport
authority allowing the clubs to operate within the ATZ when other operations are taking place. Specific ATC approval is
required on the day. A new LoA has been drafted dated 10 May 2021 (and included within the final submission) for the
paragliding operators at Sennen Cove regarding allowing continued access to the airspace for these activities.

