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The Eurocontrol 7-year forecast for ECAC Members (published 15 Oct 21) set out a base-line recovery scenario which continues to show that IFR traffic 
movements, across the EU, will return to 89% of the 2019 peak, by 2022. This is relevant as it demonstrates a continued appetite for flying across EU 
airspace and arguably demonstrates a sustainted increase in traffic levels. 
 
The CAA asked the Sponsors for validation of the forecast EGGW figures (arrivals) published in the ACP submission and the Sponsors confirmed their 
projections in the Clarification Question Q&A document, Q1. Additional clarification questions regarding environmental impacts were answered 21 Oct 
21 and uploaded to the CAA Portal. 
 
This ACP is proposing STARs into a new hold for EGGW. There will be a requirement for new controlled airspace (CAS) to contain the hold and some of 
the STARs. The Sponsors have also proposed raising the levels of some current Class D/A CAS to the south east of EGSS, which will result in the airspace 
becoming Class G airspace.   
 
The Sponsors proposed an altered design (Option 1A) in response to the consultation responses received. The summary of the changes, post 
consultation, are some shorter STARs, the newly proposed EGGW hold (ZAGZO) moving c.2.5km northwest and re-orientated c.20⁰ anti-clockwise, and 
a reduction in the volume of required CAS to contain the hold and some of the STARs. From an operational perspective the alterations, post 
consultation, have not altered the application of the design and therefore the CAA agrees with the Sponsors assessment that there is no requirement 
for re-consultation.  
 
28 Sep 21 – The Sponsors informed the CAA that if the proposal was approved, and the airspace to the south-east of EGSS was re-classified to Class G 
(raised the base levels of the CAS) then a number of the Standard Instrument Departures (SIDs) from EGSS would no longer afford aircraft sufficient 
containment in accordance with CAA Policy1. The Sponsors proposed altering the vertical profiles of the SIDs in order to ensure containment. The CAA 
were provided with 1 months’ worth of data to show that c.96% of aircraft using the effected SIDs already climbed a profile that would meet the 
proposed changes required for containment of the SIDs. The CAA asked the Sponsors to provide further evidence to provide assurance that raising the 
SID climb profiles would result in no discernible impacts to operators and stakeholders. The CAA had to ask a number of clarification questions (5,9,11 
and 17 Nov 21) which resulted in the Sponsors providing a number of ACP Supplements in order to demonstrate to the CAA that by altering the SID 
vertical climb profiles, there would be no additional adverse impacts. The CAA was required to seek further clarification from the Sponsor in order to 
ensure the robustness of the evidence provided, which resulted in a final v1.4 of the Supplement being submitted to the CAA 18 Nov 21.  
 
12 Oct 21 – The Sponsors informed the CAA that they intended to amend the easterly STARs (entry into the ZAZGO hold) due to flyability issues 
identified during a simulation. The CAA asked the Sponsors for an impact assessment of the amends (15 Oct 21).  The first response received stated that 
there would be no impacts as a result of the STAR amendments. The CAA has asked for further clarification on the modelling which had been used to 
show that there will be no additional impacts (2 Nov 21). Updates posted on the CAA Portal 5 Nov 21.  

 
1 CAA Controlled Airspace Containment Policy 
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The Sponsors state that they believe the traffic levels are going to recover ‘albeit delayed by a year10’ (2022). Given the up-to-date data 
provided in the clarification questions, the Sponsors have shown that there is still a requirement for the change and the likelihood of 
applying flow control restrictions during traffic peaks, which causes delays, will remain until the current design is improved. The risks 
associated with the current complex airspace design remains and it’s resolution is a priority under s.70(1) TA 2000, despite the stated 
environmental dis-benefits of Option 1A in terms of fuel burn and CO₂ output. The CAA will apply its statutory duties as set out in Section 70 
Transport Act 2000 in the manner described in appendix G of CAP 1616. 
 
The Sponsors have proposed volumes of new Class C airspace which they believe are required to safely contain the proposed hold and new 
STARs from the east. The Sponsors state that the proposed increase in CAS is mitigated11 by the re-classification of volumes of CAS adjacent 
to EGSS to Class G. Given the CAA’s containment policy12, the low impact of the new CAS on other airspace users and the off-set created by 
re-classification, the CAA accepts the justification for the proposed CAS changes.  
 
The Sponsors have been clear that the new hold may be used daily and at peak hours13, however, overall airborne holding is less likely to be 
required as a result of the revised STARs (and the Stage 5 amendments), which will lead to a reduction in delays (estimate. 10,200 mins in 
2022, ACP para 6.2.15).  The Sponsors will be publishing the lowest useable level in the new hold as flight level (FL) 80 (approx. 8000ft 
depending on the pressure setting applied); however, they state that in response to the consultation the controllers will not use FL80 unless 
absolutely necessary and therefore the lowest available routine level will be FL90. The usage of the hold will be monitored and reviewed 
under Stage 7 of the CAP1616 process (Post Implementation Review). 
 
The Sponsors were asked to confirm what the consequential impacts of the proposed changes would be to other ATC Sectors and as a 
result of the Stage 5 amendments in a clarification question. The Sponsors confirmed that there would likely be extra workload within the 
Terminal Control operation, however, due to the staffing flexibility already contained in the adjacent impacted sectors, no changes were 
required. The Sponsors also confirmed that the Stage 5 amendments did not alter the stated resilience gain (c.30%) in the TC Essex sectors, 
if the proposal is approved.   
 
In order to reduce the requirement to apply flow restriction measures, which result in delays and to increase controller resilience by c.30% 
(in the TC Essex sectors), thus reducing risk and maintaining a high standard of safety, the justification for this change is sound and 
acceptable.  
 
 

 
10 Para 2.6 of ACP Document Issue 1. 
11 Para 3.17 of the ACP 
12 CAA Controlled Airspace Containment Policy 
13 See answer to Clarification Q & A No.2 
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The CAA recognises that this change has been progressed during a global pandemic which has severely impacted aviation. However, it is acknowledged, 
based on up-to-date statistical evidence17, that air travel is recovering and as such the Sponsor’s assertion that an improvement to the airspace design 
is still required, is accepted. The CAA accepts that once the changes are implemented, the design will maintain a high standard of safety for aircraft 
arriving into EGGW and as a consequence EGSS, which will in turn reduce the likelihood of delays, as a result of reduced complexity in the sectors that 
currently manage the airports air traffic. Operationally, the proposal will meet the intent of the SoN as it will reduce controller work-load within the TC 
Essex Sectors regardless of traffic levels. The Sponsors have acknowledged that controller workloads are likely to increase in other adjacent sectors as a 
result of the proposed changes, however, they assert that these impacts are mitigated due to the existing flexibility within those sectors. The Sponsors 
also assert that the amendments to the STARs and EGSS SIDs, will not alter their claimed increase in controller resilience of c.30% (see clarification 
question).   
 
The impact of CV-19 does not alter the fact that the current design causes complexity, resulting in the requirement for more controller intervention. 
The risk of being unable to maintain safety occurs when the controller is unable to provide critical intervention(s) due to conflicting priorities as a result 
of shared airport arrival procedures coupled with intensity, which can lead to flow restrictions being applied in order to mitigate risk. 
 
The Sponsors responded to and took account of the consultation which resulted in RNAV1 transitions to EGGW not being proposed for everyday usage, 
which could have increased systemisation but also had higher impacts on carbon emissions than the option which the Sponsors ultimately pursued. 
However, the intent of the proposal is to reduce the latent risk within the TC Essex Sectors, and because of the proposed improved airspace design in 
the relevant sectors, the CAA accepts that the proposal maintains a high standard of safety, which outweighs the environmental and economic 
disbenefits as well as the perceived impacts of the hold location. 
 
The Sponsors requested technical changes to the proposed easterly STARs during Stage 5, following a flyability simulation. This resulted in the STARs 
being amended and an impact assessment being uploaded to the CAA airspace change portal. However, the Sponsors have made it clear that they 
intend to vector aircraft into EGGW off the STARs (ACP para 6.2.12) and not to use the hold unless required during peak hours (possibly daily). The CAA 
therefore accepts that the amendments to the STARs during Stage 5 do not require re-consultation. The Sponsors have also provided assurance 
(clarifications and further simulator testing18) that the amendments are safely contained within the proposed CAS volumes and that their modelling 
method would show no increase in fuel/CO2 as a result of the technical amendments. 
 
The Sponsors had not intended to alter any procedures at EGSS as part of this ACP; however, in order to safely re-classify airspace to the south east of 
EGSS, 8 SIDs have been submitted for amendment. The vertical restrictions of the SIDs will need to be raised in order to ensure airspace containment, 
there will be no changes to lateral distribution. The Sponsors provided 5 supplements (final v1.4) that finally evidenced that 19,543 flights, were used to 
consider the impacted SIDs in the summer of period of 2019. The CAA were satisfied that the evidence showed how and where aircraft have already 

 
17 CAA are privy to updated traffic forecasting from Eurocontrol. 
18 See minutes of meeting with NATS for simulator actions. 
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been flying the proposed SID vertical restrictions and therefore are satisfied that there will be no additional adverse environmental impacts as result of 
the proposed changes. The CAA, based on the evidence provided, agrees with the Sponsors.  
 
  The changes proposed, including the Stage 5 STAR and EGSS SIDs amendments, are recommended for approval as they address the latent risk 
described, by increasing controller resilience through the introduction of distinct RNAV1 arrival procedures above 7000ft for EGGW and reduce the 
likelihood of delays into both EGGW and EGSS. 
Airspace Regulator (Technical)     

  

19/11/21 

Manager Airspace Regulation comments:  
The Sponsors have set out their arguments and rationale for this Airspace Change Proposal (ACP) and how it is intended to meet their stated need 
for the reduction in Air Traffic Controller (ATC) workload within the TC (terminal control) Essex sectors within which they have identified as a “latent 
risk”. The Sponsors’ proposal seeks to develop options to “address safety issues identified”, amongst other proposed changes, through new STARs 
(including a new dedicated hold) into Luton airport, thereby decoupling air traffic flows into Luton and Stansted airports. 
The CAA have undertaken a robust analysis of the material provided by the Sponsors. I recommend that the CAA concludes that the aims and 
objectives (to maintain a high standard of safety by reducing complexity in the airspace and a reduction on controller workload) be endorsed and, 
subject to the terms of the regulatory and policy framework within which the CAA must take this decision, the CAA should consider approving this 
proposal.   
In making my recommendation, I have considered the Sponsors’ traffic forecasting (see below) and the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on traffic 
levels in the area of the proposal and globally. I have also taken into account the ongoing uncertainty around forecasting future traffic levels.  I am 
aware that forecasting cannot provide for a definitive value.  Nevertheless, and noting this uncertainty, my view is however, that the latent risk, 
identified by the Sponsors needs to be addressed by an airspace design change, and should be resolved, subject to consideration of our other 
statutory duties, as set out in the Sponsors’ proposal before traffic levels begin to rise again. Subject to consideration of our statutory duties, it is my 
recommendation that by decoupling the arrival traffic flows into Luton and Stansted, as proposed by the Sponsors, the latent risk of not maintaining 
safety associated with current ATC workload and complexity be addressed by approving this proposal. 
I note that the Sponsors have stated that they anticipate forecast traffic levels should return to 2019 levels in 2022. Whilst forecasts may change, I 
note that the European Network Operations Plan dated 12 November 2021 suggested an increase in December 2021 to 81% of 2019 traffic levels 
across ECAC.   
The Sponsors have conducted the ACP in a manner consistent with the process requirements laid out in the CAA’s CAP 1616. CAA’s Consultation 
regulators concluded that the Sponsors have provided a meaningful consultation. The amount of feedback indicated a good rate of responses. The 
Sponsors revised their proposal after considering the consultation feedback. Some stakeholders felt that the information was complex and difficult 
to understand. The Sponsors took steps to ensure that the consultation material was more readily understood. Once the impact of the proposed 
design on EGSS SIDs (see below) was identified further targeted engagement with aviation stakeholders was undertaken. I consider this was a 
proportionate requirement with which the Sponsors complied given the nature of the proposed changes and our determination that overall, there 
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would be no additional adverse environmental impacts as a consequence of this amendment. 
The CAA Airspace Regulation team have undertaken a robust analysis of the information provided by the Sponsors. The Sponsors have been 
forthcoming with this information throughout the process on an iterative basis.  Adherence to the process has been considered at each Gateway 
throughout the process, and the CAA’s gateway decisions are published on the CAA’s portal.  In my view, the Sponsors have adhered to the CAP 
1616 process which has been applied by the CAA in a proportionate manner.  
In my view, the impact of the proposal will be to reduce complexity in the airspace and reduce ATC workload. This in turn will help to mitigate 
against the latent safety risk commensurate with current controller workload.  In coming to my recommendation, I have relied on the assessment of 
the Sponsors and on the CAA’s assessment set out in Safety Review Summary Letter of Acceptance. 
I note that maintaining a high standard of safety is the CAA’s primary duty and is to have priority over the application of all our other statutory 
duties in s.70 Transport Act 2000.  
Nonetheless, I have considered the impact of our other statutory duties on the proposed change to airspace design.   
In coming to my overall recommendation, I have taken into account the identified anticipated negative impact on carbon emissions. 
The Sponsors have identified that overall, there could be a net-disbenefit to CO₂ output and fuel usage compared with the baseline do nothing 
scenario.  The Sponsors have been clear that the purpose of the proposal is to address a “latent risk within the sector” and “to look at options to 
address the safety issues identified”. Options for development to maintain a high standard of safety without such a negative impact on CO2 

emissions could not be identified by the Sponsors due to the constraints of the current wider LTMA airspace design.  In particular, these limitations, 
constrained the Sponsors in the placement of the arrival routes necessary to achieve the aimed for separation between the two airports’ arrival 
flows. The geographical location of EGGW coupled with the location of other major UK airports has resulted in the sponsors proposing that aircraft 
inbound to EGGW fly further north in order to be safely deconflicted from other adjacent airports and their extant procedures. I acknowledge the 
airspace design constraints. I note the anticipated benefit in terms of reduced complexity as a result of increased systemisation within the TC Essex 
sectors. 
I note that for the reasons set out in the CAA’s SAIP AD6 Environmental Assessment, it is anticipated there will be no additional adverse impact (as 
that is described in that document) on the noise experienced, as a consequence, of the change proposed. 
Turning to the CAA’s duty to satisfy the requirements of operators and owners of all classes of aircraft, I highlight that the Sponsors have shown 
through their analysis that it is anticipated that there will be a 30% increase in resilience overall within TC Essex Sectors as a result of the proposed 
airspace design leading to less likelihood of delays. However, part of the design introduces a new hold for EGGW arrivals. If implemented I note this 
will result in an increase in controlled airspace within this area. The Sponsors proposal sets out that this increase in controlled airspace is “mitigated 
by an 88nmsq reduction in the area of controlled airspace below 4000ft”. In my view, all these factors including the release of this portion of 
controlled airspace and the proposed classification of the new areas of CAS as Class C is relevant to the CAA’s application of our duty “to satisfy the 
requirements of operators and owners of all classes of aircraft”  
During the CAA’s assessment of the Sponsor’s proposal, it was identified that part of the proposal (the removal of some controlled airspace in the 
vicinity of EGSS), could result in some aircraft utilising some of the published SIDs from EGSS being no longer contained within controlled airspace 
which does not align with the CAA’s published Controlled Airspace Containment policy.  For this reason, the scope of the proposal was revised to 
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include an amendment to the vertical profile of eight EGSS SIDs.  I noted that 94.4 – 100% of traffic utilising the impacted SIDs during the summer 
period of 2019 were within the proposed profile of the revised new SIDs. In my view, this revision to the proposal is in accordance with our duties to 
take account of the interests of other persons.  
In coming to my conclusions prior to making my recommendation I have considered all the material provided by the Sponsors and the analysis of the 
CAA Airspace Regulation team attached to this recommendation set out in: 
SAIP AD6 Consultation Assessment; 
SAIP AD6 Final Options Appraisal Assessment; 
SAIP AD6 Environmental Assessment; 
SAIP AD6 Operational Assessment; and 
SAIP AD6 Safety Review Summary Letter of Acceptance. 
It is my recommendation that for the reasons above, including the impact on our duty to maintain a high standard of safety which is our primary 
statutory duty, the CAA approves this proposal in the form proposed by the Sponsors. 

 

Manager Airspace Regulation  22/11/2021 

Head AAA comments:  
I endorse the comments and rationale supporting the recommendation of the Manager Airspace Regulation to accept this proposal.  I accept that 
recommendation and approve this proposal. I am satisfied that this ACP has been properly assessed and that this assessment has been carried out 
in accordance with CAA’s statutory duties. 
  
I recognise that this ACP has been shaped by consultation and I have decided that the final design, which I have today approved reflects this. In due 
course, the Sponsors will need to assess, through the Post Implementation Review (PIR) part of the process, that the ACP operates as planned. 

Head AAA  23/11/2021 

 
 
 




