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Stage 2 process — Gathering views

Stage 2 has two steps - 2A and 2B. All engagement takes place in Step 2A and has
been split in to two phases:

Manchester Airport Future Airspace

Engagement Plan for Stage 2 — Develop and Assess

MAG
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Step 2A phase one: engagement followed the completion of the initial
design work undertaken by Osprey. This workiidentified a set of broad
geographical envelopes, where it would be possible to develop
detailed route options, that meet the-requirements of the identified
design principles. Also, there were broadly defined areas within where it
would not be possible to'consider route options, for example no fly
zones around armament deposits, as they would not meet the
requirements of the identified design principles.

Step 2A phase two: considered the route options that could be
designed within the identified envelopes and responded to the agreed
“must have” design principles.

Stage 2, Develop and assess - phase two stakeholder feedback 2



Stage 2 process — Stakeholders

Paragraph 121 of CAP1616 sets out the categories of stakeholders to be engaged in Step
1B, while paragraph 125 requires engagement at Stage 2 with the same stakeholders as at
Step 1B. At Step 1B, in addition to engaging with the stakeholder categories specified, we
went ‘above and beyond’ in choosing to engage with members of the general public.

This resulted in two groups of stakeholders that we engaged in Stage 2:

* Those falling within the CAP1616 categories.
* The general public we engaged in Step 1B that have requested to continue to be a part of the
engagement process.

This report combines the feedback from both feedback groups.

The stakeholders defined in CAP1616 were facilitated by the Manchester Airport Future
Airspace team and YouGov facilitated engagement with members of the general public.

All engagement was carried out in May and June 2022.
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Who did we engage with in May and June 20222

Over four weeks:

« 38 engagement sessions.

« Attended by 249 individuals.
Parish/Town
Councils
17.3%

Aviation/Airports/ATC
13.3%

Community
Groups
2.8%

General public MPs
(YouGov sessions) 1.6%
30.9%

Gov Regional

Organisations
2.0%

Transport Bodies
0.8%

Environmental Groups

0.4%
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ARRIVALS

Stakeholder feedback
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Arrivals — phase two design process

The viable design envelope

Optimal CDA possible
to both westerly and
easterly arivals,

The blue areas are where we
could place a 7,000ft starting
point for our arrivals.

CDA only possible fo -
westerly amivals -

What are Continuous Descent Approaches?

Continuous Descent Approaches (CDA) or Continuous Descent Operations
(CDO) involve arriving aircraft using minimum thrust and avoiding prolonged
level flight.

The obijective of a CDA is to reduce the environmental impact of the arrival by:
*  Ensuring aircraft are higher for longer (N1-N3 Noise)
+ Minimising engine thrust and noise (N1 Noise)

The darker blue is where we can TR = Maintaining a fuel optimal profile and minimising CO, emissions (Emissions) Ve I,

beeqS:Jrr:g ofujnlso\;’ﬁ::;véeDf?O *  Minimising airframe noise such as deploying air brakes (N1 Noise) / o

both runway ends. lz:z,:;rﬁgiﬁgg: gi ielzc:;: ir?:eliljfs for a CDA which will provide the

« A ve;y shallow gradient W|||grequ\re .engme thrust which burns fuel and generates
. /:D\:ery steep.grodient requires aerodynamic broking which generalespoise e 5 @ (n':”
e o oy | b bt
ﬁ i“l%‘ r't1 el . S L 2, Devel \ ,M"{':;;‘gr'{es‘e' Manchester Airport Future Airspace - Stage 2, Develop and Assess 31
The importance of enabling Continuous Descent Approaches to both runway
d derstood d widel ed “I think the range of options
€enas was understooa ana widely supporied. e.g. for flight path to avoid
It was acknowledged that for arrivals the proposals would make little difference Ofoe_rﬂying Zelﬂle;nehnts.on take
.. . . off is capable of sharing
to those most affected by arriving aircraft (those beneath the Instrument Landing - convenience and that frial
Sys’rem) . and error could result in
. . minimising inconvenience.
Concern was expressed that the Performance Based Navigation system would With experience some of the
concentrate traffic to a greater extent and most community stakeholders gf.'fe",,”d whisfles could be set
ide.

expressed concern about the noise impact of this.

MAG
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Arrivals

Is the process we have
followed to identify route
options for arrivals clear
and logical?

MAG

Manchester

W Airport

Engagement

sessions

Yes 98.7%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

You

“A cautious ‘YES'. It looks to them as if a great
deal of thought has gone into the process and
multiple considerations are factored in”.

Can you see how feedback
from our earlier stakeholder
discussion sessions in
November/December have
influenced the development
of the route options?

Yes 86.5%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

“Suggestion that the engagement is broad
and that the feelings of local stakeholders are
being considered and taken into account

— also reassuring”.

(. J

Can you see how the route
options align with the
design principles?
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Yes 96.1%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

“As with last year’s forums there is a concern
that Manchester Airport seem to focus mainly
on addressing the three core [must have]

principles but with less focus on noise”.

(. J
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Arrivals feedback — route options

Arrivals options example — Runway 23R South
= = TEEEEY i This shows the Viable and Good fit design options
% from 7,000f in the 23R South Design Envelope.

Options have been created using one or more of
the design principles to provide a demonstrable
benefit.

Options (a) join final approach at 3,500f.
Options (b} join at 3,000ft.

= Options 6a/6b are closest to the position of the
current DAYNE hold.

= Option 20/2b offers potential as a respite route
(12 IHoise).

Other options seek to align fo:

= Salety and Capacdily by reducing potential
conflicts with Manchester deparfures.

= Policy by ensuring routes align with controlled

4 £y
& X . &
h.ﬁmshy,mmal arrival route opfions. These are for
isty3ien, enlf dnd do not feprasent final.options.
Py

¢/ 7 = { Following fodays session we will send you details of all en

airspace dimensions and ferrain clearance.

o

© opmetieanisp sl cnebunci edevsn

Manchester Airport Future Airspace - Stage 2, Develop and Assess 34

f‘b

route options for you to review and comment. J

“So, it seems to me a bit illogical that a focus isn't being put onto the
black lines to consider different options. | do appreciate that the
runways are where they are...where the black lines are, yet we've
been discussing the routes where it's 3500 feet, 3000, 2500 and
above and it just seems a bit illogical to me that the focus is being put
there.”
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There was discussion about respite and the
degree of concentration that could be expected.
While some were keen to see this concentration
of traffic, many (community) stakeholders were
concerned about the noise impact on overflown
communities and how much of a change this
would represent.

From the MAG sessions there was little specific
comment, by community stakeholders, on the
specific route options presented. Aviation/Air
Traffic stakeholders had some comment but few
preferences.

From the YouGov sessions, the breadth of route
options was welcome in as much as it provided
opportunity for respite. There was a little
disappointment that no options were possible for
aircraft established on the ILS.

Stage 2, Develop and assess - phase two combined stakeholder feedback 9



Arrival specific route option feedback

(There were no specific points made by YouGov participants so below relates to MAG run sessions only)

The only comments received related to route options in the 23R South, 05R North and
O5L North envelopes:

* Runway 23R South Envelope - design principle Safety relates to this feedback “...on easterlies,
8a and 8b would adversely affect a SID designed to go downwind and miss the arrival tracks -
I'd go wider with the arrivals”.

* Feedback from Liverpool John Lennon Airport cited interaction in the Runway 05L/05R North
Envelopes with arrivals to Runway 27. Based on the design principles Safety, Capacity and
Airspace only options 2a & 2b create no conflict. - It is suggested that new route options with
different start points are established in these two envelopes.

MAG
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Arrivals feedback

Are there any additional thoughts you would like to share?

You should increase [make steeper] the glideslope
angle - If it does not increase the noise.

Reduce the number of night flights by flying more in the
day, to reduce disturbance.

Increase the number of night flights and fly fewer in the
day, to reduce disturbance.

Concentrate aircraft over already noisy urban areas.

Output from the YouGov sessions was that there was
more positivity for avoiding built up areas — and the
routes provided opportunities for respite so were
welcomed. But the crucial consideration is the turn
before the final descent and whether this variation
currently available to arrivals?

Impose financial penalties on ‘noisy” arrivals.

Route options that reduce the amount of controlled
airspace required.

As Stockport is most affected by westerly arrivals, greater
consideration should occur when defining easterly
departure routes.

You could provide options that reduce overflight of
National Parks.

In some areas there is a combined [noise] impact of
Liverpool John Lennon Airport and Manchester Airport
overilight.

In some areas there is a combined [noise] impact of
overflight by Manchester arrivals and departures.

You should increase the distance between individual
Runway 05 arrivals.

You should extend the area available to and create
greater safeguarding for General Aviation.

Stage 2, Develop and assess - phase two combined stakeholder feedback 11



DEPARTURES

Stakeholder feedback
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Departures feedback — phase two design process

23 Design Envelopes
(westerly departures)

This map shows options envelopes not routes. These are for discussion only and do not represent final options.

05 Design Envelopes
(easterly departures)

\ N 05 South C\|_~~
g
|

) \\\
. 05South A&B |
- (Right tum) |
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PBN was understood and the use of this technology was generally welcomed,
however there were concerns raised about the new ‘concentration” over fewer
people. Those concerned advocated respite and/or use of multiple routes to
share the impact. YouGov participants expressed some concern that adoption
of PBN was just a provision for more flights.

There was a mixed response from stakeholders participating in the MAG
stakeholder sessions to the additional envelopes presented (23 East Left Turn
and 05 South C Left Turn). Although some could see the value from a respite
perspective, dispersing noise impacts, many more were concerned about
areas being impacted by multiple envelopes/routes and areas currently not
affected being included. In the YouGov sessions these new envelopes were
positively received with participants valuing the respite opportunities afforded.

There was support for higher climb gradients from all stakeholders and

concern that by advocating such a low gradient (6%) many more people,
would be affected.

Stage 2, Develop and assess - phase two combined stakeholder feedback 13



Departures

Is the process we have
followed to identify route
options clear and logical?

Manchester ENngagement
W Airport .
sessions

Yes 94.7% Runways 23R/L

60%

0% 20% 80% 100%

Runways 05L/R
Yes 96.1%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

40%

You

“They are satisfied with how thorough and detailed the
presentation was and how it listed the various moving
parts. The provision of certain aspects of information,
particularly around technology and the impact on noise
reduction, needs to be greater”.

Can you see how
feedback from our earlier
stakeholder discussion
sessions in
November/December
have influenced the
development of the route
options?

Yes 79 . 7% Runways 23R/L

80%

0% 20% 40% 60% 100%

Runways 05L/R

Yes 79.7%

20%

0% 40% 60% 80% 100%

“Concerns persist that the process is “tick box’, that
stakeholder feedback will not be listened to and that the
airport will just ‘plough on’ regardless”.

Can you see how the route
options align with the
design principles?

MAG
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Yes 89.3% Runways 23R/L

80%

Runways 05L/R
Yes 94.7%

0% 20% 40% 60% 100%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

-
“...the conversation we were trying to have with them was

not the one they wanted to have. They are eager for
specifics — e.g. a ‘final list” of flightpaths. Once these are
available they will be much more able to test them based
on the principles.

As with last year’s forums there is a concern that
Manchester Airport seem to focus mainly on addressing

\’rhe three core principles but with less focus on noise”.

~




Departures teedback — route options

Deparfures ophons exc:mple - Runway 05L/ R East

| Buil-Up Areas 3~ ~+ All routes are based on a 6% climb gradient and
I puture owsing sies % are illustrated from ground to 7,000f.

National Parks

{ [ sves f Spocia scienic iterest

e E R

Red routes are the replications of the current

County Parks T conventional routes (SIDs).

/ T
EA!&SS of Outstanding Natural Beauty k2

-~ All other coloured routes are intended to respond
to one or more of the Design Principles, e.g.:

» Deviations to avoid populated areas
- 1 Moise

« Tighter turns from departure to achieve onward
heading, sooner - Emissions

* Deviations from take-off to allow 45° between
route options - Capacity

» Options to provide respite - 112 I"loise.

Missing route numbers2 Only routes deemed

e Qe * . Vidable and Good fit have been presented.
s These are fof dibéussion only an o not represent final options.

4—».;

This mapaim‘dﬂnm:l depﬂge rqufe gptio

Following todays session we will send you details of all envelopes and
IAn!anc#ester 2 B 2 P Manchester Airport Future Airspace - Stage 2, Develop and Assess 47
irpo route options for you to review and comment.

“We would favour options which reduce direct flights over Knutsford...the
options which go around the town and over Tatton Park ...than the town.”

“NERL considers a comprehensive long list set of

beneficial options has been developed...”
MAG
Manchester
Airport

* The greater detail in the maps and inclusion of
coloured areas to show built-up areas and other
features was welcomed.

* In the YouGov sessions “as a general rule, the more
lines they saw on the map the happier they were (as
was the case with arrivals). This indicates dispersal
and respite are possible — it means that there are less
people profoundly affected by noise. But they were
also told that the routes would be trimmed down
which is not what they seem to expect — they want the
whole envelope filled with as many routes as
possible...”

* In both the YouGov and MAG sessions respondents
were keen for the details (that will follow in Stage 3)
that would enable better comparison of the pros and
cons of each route (such as height at various points,
fuel burn, volume of traffic etc).

Stage 2, Develop and assess - phase two combined stakeholder feedback 15



Departure specific route option tfeedback

(There were no specific points made by YouGov participants so below relates to MAG run sessions only)

Suggested new route options

» 23L/R South West envelope - use ‘2a” and then (at point of interception) follow path of “1a” or “1b’).

« 23L/R East Right Turn envelope - follow path of ‘1a’ to 4,000ft, then follow average of existing path @ 7% climb.
» 23L/R East Right Turn envelope - devise route options to the west of Mere.

» 23L/R North envelope - devise route options to the west of Mere.

* 0O5L/R South Right Turn - devise new route option to follow path of A34.

* 05L/R West - devise new route options with 15 degree offset to the north.

* 05L/R South-west - devise new route options with 15 degree offset to the north.

Interaction with Liverpool

*  23L/R South-west envelope - only route options ‘5" and 6’ route are far enough south to avoid Liverpool arrivals to Runway 27
- new route options required south of route options ‘4" and ‘6’.

«  23L/R West - all route options interact with Liverpool Arrivals to Runway 27 Arrivals. Nothing in this envelope seems possible to
take forward.

Comments on the use of certain design envelopes

* A number of people felt the combined effect of envelopes ‘O5L/R West’, ‘South-west’ and ‘South Left Turn” would be negative
- impacting the same people.

» Seven responses listed the ‘23R/L East Left Turn” envelope as unnecessary citing design principle Noise N1 and one response was
supportive of the envelope citing design principle Capacity.

*  One response listed the "05L/R South Left Turn” envelope as unnecessary citing design principle Noise N1 and one response was
supportive of the envelope citing design principle Capacity.

Stage 2, Develop and assess - phase two combined stakeholder feedback 16



Departure feedback

Are there any additional thoughts you would like to share?

Flights should be more concentrated to reduce the
number of people affected.

Flights should be more dispersed to spread the
‘impact’.

Climb gradient should be greater than 6% [as high as
possible] x3.

As Knutsford is most affected by easterly arrivals, greater
consideration should be given to it, when defining
westerly departure routes.

Restricting night flights would be better than respite.

In the MAG session there were some voices
encouraging a concentration of aircraft over already
noisy urban areas.

In the YouGov sessions they were, on the whole, more
positive around routes that overfly more rural areas and
avoid built up areas (especially Knutsford and
Stockport).

Review [increase] the financial penalties imposed on
‘noisy’ departures.

Mitigation schemes need to be
considered/reviewed/improved.

Operation of the most modern/quietest aircraft types
should be incentivised.

Aircraft type should be considered in allocating
departure routes [some routes should restricted to
quieter types].

In the YouGov sessions comment was made that in
many of the departure envelopes, the ‘capacity’ driven
route options seemed to avoid the other routes
altogether and overfly more sparsely populated ones.
Participants felt that it seemed like these should be
listed as having a noise benefits.

Stage 2, Develop and assess - phase two combined stakeholder feedback 17



RESPITE

Stakeholder feedback
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Respite — What do we mean?

Design Principle — Noise

N1| Noise

of people affected by noise from our flights.

Our route designs should seek to minimise, and where possible reduce, the number

N2 | Where practical, noise effects should be shared. The use of dispersion and/or respite,

especiu"y b nicht il by |4 hi thic
N3 | Where prd INoise N2 - Using respite
These may Are there any times
of the day or days
of the week where
Our definitions irvisuld be
preferable to have
Relief: break from or a reduction a period of
in aircraft noise. respite?
Manchester
L Airport
Respite: a scheduled relief from
aircraft noise for a period of time. .
Is it important to you that , » L
Do you agree? periods o lower noise eI Gl
are scheduled and N N
predictable? Or, do you =forieweeks )
just wish to see a sharing A f\
of naise? -
Noise Respite — Possible/potential flightpath alternation
( Hingpenr What are our best options for
respite?
Alternate flight paths according to times of the
day?
Days of the week?
Weekend or weekdays?
S e e _,)— Using multiple paths through the day to spread
over a wider area?
e
| &
MAG
Manchester

Airport

The three design principles on noise were
described before the focus changed to design
principle Noise N2.

A definition for respite was proposed and
stakeholders were accepting of this.

There was intensive discussion, and some
disagreement, between stakeholders on the
best way to deliver respite.

Feedback was positive on the concept but
some scepticism was apparent in the ability to
deliver respite satistactory to all.

19



Respite — What do you think? -

The overall consensus is
stakeholders would prefer
predictable noise
respite/relief...

...but there was no
general agreement on

how that should be
delivered

MAG
Manchester

\ Airport

Manchester ENgagement
W Airport

sessions

« Stakeholders liked the idea of respite and relief but had doubts on
how it would be delivered.

It is not possible to comment on respite... [ think you have a real juggling act.

...The main effort should be designing routes that
genuinely try to reduce overall noise. ..

You

«  We struggled to reach a consensus either in the groups or
amongst groups about what form of respite would be best, in
terms of time periods and lengths of time.

* The consensus was that participants find noise at night most
disruptive - either late night as they are getting to sleep or at
daybreak, waking them up. So, any variation that can be made
here seems to be the one that would be most appreciated - the
perception persists that night flights are increasing daily.

Stage 2, Develop and assess - phase two combined stakeholder feedback 20



OVERALL FEEDBACK

Stakeholder feedback / é




Engagement feedback

and comments

“It looks really good. I think it's
going from a messy spiders
web to something a lot more
precise, a lot more organised, a
lot more direct which from an
environmental point of view |
think is really good news. I think
that's a really good selling point
on this. That's handy”.

YouGov Group 5

As a director in the travel sector
for over thirty years | find this
whole process is yet another
rubber stamp exercise carried
out just to show we followed due
process”.

Henbury Parish Council

MAG
Manchester

\ Airport

/”Thcmk you for inviting us fo \
your recent Stage 2A online
engagement session which we
found extremely valuable and
professionally produced &
presentfed”.

NATS (NERL
\ iy

“Thanks all - really useful”.
British Gliding Association

“It was my pleasure to fake part fo

this session.
Looking forward fo the next steps.
Thank you”.

Salford City Council

MAG
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“Thank you, really informative session”.

National Trus’r}

“Thats great, thanks to all,
very helpful session”.
Warburton Parish Council

You

“I think its taken info
account the principles.
/ think the dispersal of

“Thanks for the session today and

the deftailed presentation”.

Hawarden Airport

the flight paths show
that. I think it remains
fo be seen about
residents, and | guess

“Thanks for the
invitation fo particate in
the feedback last week
but | am disappointed in
the lack of vision shown

by the design team.”
YouGov Group 6

“Thanks for the opportunity to
participate in this”.
Pennine Soaring Club

thats where stage three

probably comes in,

doesn't it, really?”
YouGov Group 7

“I'm more informed that
something has been thought
through and options are being
looked at rather than just
changes being arbitrarily
implemented. So, yes, | feel more
informed”.

YouGov Group 5

Stage 2, Develop and assess - phase two combined stakeholder feedback 22



RECOMMENDATIONS




Recommendations — Departures Actions

* Investigate new route option in 23L/R South-west
envelope that uses ‘2a’ to point of interception and then
follows path of “1a’ and /or ‘1b'.

* Investigate new route option in 23L/R East Right Turn
envelope that follows path of ‘1a’ to 4,000t and then
the average of the path of the currently experienced
easterly traffic on a 7% climb.

* Investigate the feasibility of creating route options to the
west of Mere in the 23L/R East Right Turn and 23L/R
North envelopes.

* Investigate new route option in 05L/R South Right Turn
envelope to follow the A34 on point of interception.

MAG
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* Investigate the feasibility of creating 15 degree offset

route options within the 05L/R West and 05L/R South-
west envelopes.

* Investigate additional route options within the 23L/R

South-west envelope that are deconflicted from
Liverpool Airport Runway 27 arrivals and Runway 09
departures.

* Investigate the feasibility with continuing with any route

options inside the 23L/R West envelope given those
identified conflict with all route options with Liverpool
Airport Runway 27 arrivals and Runway 09 departures.

 There is an appetite for steeper, than 6%, climb

gradients — the feasibility of providing them needs to be
investigated.



Recommendations — Arrivals Actions

« Runway 23R South Envelope - check interaction between route options 8a and 8b with the departure
envelopes/options.

« Runway 05R North and Runway 05L North Envelopes - require the design of more route options that are
deconflicted from Liverpool Airport Runway 27 arrivals and Runway 09 departures.

MAG
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Recommendations - Respite & Noise Control

Respite

* The overall consensus is stakeholders would prefer predictable noise respite/relief and options should be
included in our Stage 3 consultation.

« Stakeholders in Stockport and Knutsford believe that changes in runway direction already provide them some
respite and this should be accounted for in any options taken forward.

* Overall multiple route options seem to be the most popular way of delivering some respite.

* National Trust have requested that their properties are accurately mapped. National Trust will be invited to
provide details and coordinates of all their properties within the area concerned.

Noise control and mitigation

* There is a clear belief that noise penalties and the Night Noise Policy should be reviewed. Both of these
matters will be considered as part of the next Manchester Airport Noise Action Plan.

» Stakeholders are concerned that when enacted, Airspace change will alter noise levels and the areas that
experience noise. New predicted noise contours will be produced as part of the Future Airspace project. These
could be used to ensure any potential mitigation schemes target the right areas.
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