It must be noted that if this ACP is approved by the CAA, only the shape change associated with Stage 1 can be
realised. The shape changes associated with Stages 2 and 3 are dependent on the outcome of other ACPs, therefore,
these subsequent changes will only be realised if these ACPs are approved by the CAA.
The LETC is situated in the South-West of England and is an established block of airspace approximately 38 NM long
and 15 NM wide, linking the mainland UK to the Isles of Scilly. The LETC is used by scheduled passenger aircraft,
freight flights, military aircraft, Search and Rescue helicopters, General Aviation (GA) flights and other charter and
air-taxi operators.
The need for an ACP was identified by LEAL (‘the sponsor’) in order to provide “increased protection for all users” as
aircraft using the LETC are “funnelled within a very narrow lateral and vertical area of airspace”. The need to
increase the size of the LETC to encompass IAPs at neighbouring airports was also for safety reasons and to provide
a safety buffer around the main area of the LETC. However, as noted above, if this ACP is approved by the CAA only
the shape change associated with Stage 1 can be realised. The shape changes associated with Stages 2 and 3 are
dependent on the outcome of other ACPs, therefore, these subsequent changes will only be realised if these ACPs
are approved by the CAA.
This ACP is anticipated to impact airspace design below 7,000 ft as the vertical extent of the main portion of the
LETC ranges from surface (SFC) to 4,000 ft, however the sponsor states that “this proposal is related to improving
the safety of existing services and not about stimulating new traffic or altering any existing routes”. Therefore, it is
considered that this ACP will not change aircraft behaviours or alter traffic patterns above or below 7,000 feet. Thus,
as the proposal does not expect to alter aircraft behaviours below 7,000 ft, the ACP has been scaled as a Level 2C. In
accordance with the Department for Transport’s (DfT) altitude-based priorities 1, the environmental priority
therefore is to reduce aircraft CO2 emissions in support of the objective to ensure that the aviation sector makes a
significant and cost-effective contribution towards reducing global emissions. Due to this being a Level 2C ACP, there
is no explicit requirement for the sponsor to assess other environmental aspects, including impacts on local air
quality, noise, tranquillity, and biodiversity.
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Department for Transport, Air Navigation Guidance 2017: Altitude-Based priorities.

If this ACP were implemented, the vertical extent of the main portion of LRMZ would remain the same as it is currently; SFC to 4,000ft. The
eastern land portion falls within the Culdrose Area of Intense Aviation Activity (AIAA) which extends vertically from SFC-6,000ft. The corridor
falls within Class G airspace, however, there are two Aerodrome Traffic Zones (ATZs) at St Mary’s and Land’s End, both SFC – 2000ft and with
2NM radii. Neither Penzance nor Tresco heliports have an ATZ.
The overall shape of the proposed LRMZ, once all shape changes have occurred, will take into account the Instrument Approach Procedures
(IAPs), and associated holds, at both St Mary’s and Land’s End Airport; the proposed PINS approaches at Penzance, in addition to the Visual
Flight Rules (VFR) Northern Route from Land’s End to St Mary’s. The RMZ is proposed to coincide with the airport operating hours which vary
during the summer and winter; “typical” summer hours are 0700-1730 UTC and “typical” winter hours are 0800-1730 UTC. Outside of these
hours the airspace will revert back to how it operates today.
The sponsor anticipates that the airspace “would continue to be used by all types of aviation that currently utilise it” with a “possible future
use of large freight carrying UAS [Unmanned Aircraft Systems] that are currently undergoing trials between St Mary’s, Land’s End and
Perranporth airports”. It should be noted that aircraft which are non-radio equipped would not be able to enter the airspace unless a prior
agreement is made. It is understood from the sponsor that aircraft without the required equipment, or prior agreement, would be required
to fly above or around the LRMZ. However, the number of aircraft expected to be impacted is considered negligible and if a radio were to be
retrofitted to these aircraft, use of the LRMZ could continue. As published in the document ‘Stage 3 Step 3A – Options Appraisal (Phase 2
Full) V3.0’, the sponsor states that “less than 1%” of aircraft do not have 2-way radio equipment installed.
The CAA requested further clarification from the sponsor regarding the potential environmental impact as a result of the new portion of land
that is to be encompassed by the proposed larger LRMZ, requesting whether this ACP will impact on aircraft that are currently using the
airspace, or introduce any new flights to the airspace. The sponsor provided the following response:
“The majority of the size change happens over the sea and is proposed just to encompass the current IAPs at Land’s End airport and the future
IAPs at St Mary’s airport and Penzance Heliport. Aircraft tracks over the sea are not expected to alter as the routing for aircraft will not be
affected. Likewise, over the land portion of the LETC the proposed change will not affect aircraft routing and so there would be no change to
the environmental impact of any future size change.
The alteration of the boundary of the LETC near Penzance is to encompass their proposed IAP and is only intended to provide a safety buffer
zone around the IAP, which is almost entirely over the sea. It is not anticipated that moving the LETC boundary here would alter aircraft flight
paths as the IAP has to be flown in accordance with the laid down procedure. Aircraft not using the IAP and routing from the Scillies would still
follow their current tracks, again not having to be altered because of the boundary change. Traffic levels in this area would not be increased

LEAL examined and considered the operational, economic and environmental impacts, in addition to safety and any technical constraints and
opportunities when developing the following options:
• “do nothing”;
• “obtain a radar feed from an existing radar unit”;
• “install a radar at or near Land’s End Airport”;
• “LETC reclassified as Class D controlled airspace”;
• “LETC reclassified as Class E controlled airspace”;
• “establish an RMZ”;
• “establish a TMZ”;
• “establish a combined RMZ/TMZ”;
• “alter the size and dimensions of the LETC”; and
• “utilise [Automatic Dependent Surveillance-Broadcast] ADS-B technology”.
The sponsor provides a high-level statement within the document ‘2B: Options Appraisal (Phase 1 Initial)’ stating that for all options “it is not
anticipated that this change will have an adverse effect on CO2 emissions or noise impacts to stakeholders on the ground, therefore no
further environmental impact assessments have been conducted’. As this is a Level 2C ACP with a likely neutral CO2 impact, the sponsor’s
rational for providing a high-level qualitative statement is reasonable for this stage of the process. The sponsor continued to state that if any
of the options “did alter the track or anticipated fuel burn for aircraft, then the sponsor will carry out a more detailed assessment or analysis
for CO2 and noise impacts”. The sponsor provides high-level statements for each option concluding no impact to noise, air quality,
greenhouse gas emissions and fuel.
Following feedback from stakeholders and the sponsor’s own analysis, four options were carried forward to consultation at Stage 3. The
sponsor combined “alter the size of the LETC” with both “RMZ” and “combined RMZ/TMZ” as a result of the safety assessment conducted at
Stage 2. The options carried forward to Stage 3 were known as:
• Option 1; “RMZ”;
• Option 2; “Combined RMZ/TMZ”;
• Option 3; “RMZ + Alter the size of the LETC”; and
• Option 4; “Combined RMZ/TMZ + Alter the size of the LETC (Preferred)”.
Within the document ‘Stage 3 Step 3A – Options Appraisal (Phase 2 Full) V3.0’ the sponsor deems it disproportionate to quantify the impact
upon greenhouse gas emissions using WebTAG due to there being “no anticipated dramatic increase in the number of flights in the LETC” and

therefore an expected “negligible impact to noise or CO2 in the local environment”. For Option 3 and Option 4 which extend the area of the
LETC over a new portion of land (refer to section 2.1 of this document for visual illustration) the sponsor states “no change” regarding fuel
burn and “no effect” on greenhouse gas emissions due to both options resulting in “negligible changes to aircraft routings below 7000 ft”,
further stating that the options will “not increase the number of aircraft within the LETC”.
For there to be no change regarding fuel burn and greenhouse gas emissions, no change to aircraft routings is required, therefore, the
sponsor’s rationale of “negligible changes to aircraft routings” is not strictly true. However, as “this proposal is related to improving the
safety of existing services and not about stimulating new traffic or altering any existing routes” the sponsor’s conclusion of no change to fuel
burn and CO2 emissions is reasonable.
Option 4 was the sponsor’s preferred option and the initial proposal put forward to the CAA, however, following further consideration by the
sponsor it was proposed that Option 3 is put forward as the formal proposal as it is “a fairer and more workable solution to the safety issues
in the current LETC”.
The sponsor does not however directly address the environmental impact of aircraft that are non-radio equipped which would not be able to
enter the airspace “unless by prior agreement ”, and would therefore have to potentially “utilise the airspace above or around the LETC”. This
consequential impact to aircraft could impact fuel burn, CO2 emissions and depending on the altitude, impact upon noise, air quality,
tranquillity and/or biodiversity. However elsewhere in the submission, the sponsor anticipates that “less than 1%” of aircraft do not have 2way radio equipment installed.
The CAA requested further clarification from the sponsor regarding the potential environmental impact as a result of the new portion of land
that is proposed to be included within the LRMZ, requesting whether this ACP will impact on aircraft that are currently using the airspace, or
introduce any new flights to the airspace. LEAL provided the following response:
“The majority of the size change happens over the sea and is proposed just to encompass the current IAPs at Land’s End airport and the future
IAPs at St Mary’s airport and Penzance Heliport. Aircraft tracks over the sea are not expected to alter as the routing for aircraft will not be
affected. Likewise, over the land portion of the LETC the proposed change will not affect aircraft routing and so there would be no change to
the environmental impact of any future size change.
The alteration of the boundary of the LETC near Penzance is to encompass their proposed IAP and is only intended to provide a safety buffer
zone around the IAP, which is almost entirely over the sea. It is not anticipated that moving the LETC boundary here would alter aircraft flight
paths as the IAP has to be flown in accordance with the laid down procedure. Aircraft not using the IAP and routing from the Scillies would still
follow their current tracks, again not having to be altered because of the boundary change. Traffic levels in this area would not be increased

