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Background, aims and objectives

Phase two engagement followed on from the first
engagement in the summer of 2022 where we shared our
initial design work as part of Stage 2, for feedback.

WHAT WILL WE BE ASKING?

In the second phase of engagement we set out to;
« Share the route options and details of how they had been
developed.

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

Is it clear how feedback from cur earlier stakeholder discussion sessions in June have

« Share the summary of stakeholder feedback received in
phase one and outline how this influenced the developed

influenced the development of the route options?

The extent to which the route options align with the design principles?

options. Are there any further options or improvements that could deliver additional benefits
that you feel we haven't included? If so, please explain.
« Seek feedback on the route options, GSking whether: Aside from those already mentioned, are there any additional local factors we should
o It's clear how OpﬂOnS have been identified be aware of when evaluating these route options?

o It's clear how feedback from phase one engagement
has influenced the development of the options

o It's clear how the options align with the design
principles.

o There are any additional local factors to consider.

o There are any improvements or additional options to
consider.
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Engagement outline - Stakeholder discussion sessions

* The airport carried out stakeholder sessions using two different methods (online or in person), stakeholders were able to choose which suited

them best.

e 12 x 1.5 hour online sessions were held via Microsoft Teams.

e 4 x 2 hour face to face events were held.

* Due to the level of complexity and volume of material to be shared, stakeholders were invited to attend two sessions, one covering departures
and one covering arrivals.

* Pre read information and links to the information shared at phase one was provided before the session.

* The format of the sessions was a presentation, including a Q&A session, led by East Midlands Airport (EMA) airspace team.

» Stakeholders provided feedback throughout and sessions were recorded for post event feedback analysis.
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Stakeholder coverage

We invited all stakeholders on our stakeholder list developed at Stage 1. This included participants that had engaged at Step
1B and phase one engagement, with regular reminders being sent leading up to the sessions to encourage participation. In
total, 106 attendees representing 87 organisations attended the stakeholder briefing sessions.
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The above map only shows the location of the s’rakeholders that could be geographically
defined (County, District, City and Parish Councils) who attended the discussion sessions.
The remaining stakeholders cannot be mapped due to not being geographically defined.
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Feedback collation East Midlands Airport Phase Two Arrivals
Feedback

Stakeholder feedback was shared through:

. . . . . . Arrivals route options survey
o The chat function during the online discussion sessions.

o Q&A during the face to face discussion sessions

* Required
In addition, all attendees received links to online feedback

surveys after the sessions. This was a simple way for participants Welcoria
to provide responses to a number of multiple choice and free
text q UeSﬁOnS. We are very grateful to you for completing this feedback survey!
All feedback was logged and analysed by the airport’s airspace

team. Findings from the survey responses are summarised in

this report with examples of feedback received. What is your name? *

Attendees were also able to provide feedback by post or email.

Enter your answer

In total we collected 84 lines of session feedback, 71 lines of
feedback received via email and 84 feedback surveys/ post

event email feedback:
o 42 stakeholder departure feedback surveys What organisation are you representing? *
o 36 stakeholder arrivals feedback surveys i e

o 6 email feedback responses
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STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK

Feedback received in the discussion sessions
and online survey responses
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Background and phase one recap

Stage 2 process — gathering views

‘We are here

Step 2A Step 2B

Feedback considered,
Engogement phase options further
Engagement phase ’ Feedback ’ Mg_g shuringprouia ettt e ’

one — sharing the

g considered, routes Principles Evaluation
design envelopes

developed designs DPE)

[N P (- Macnmnboe

Junefluly e -
Departures — phase one design process recap

‘We shored the design
envelopes together with
details of how these howe
been developed, for X i
feedbeck and input o Design Boundary 0
Determine where we could fly between the ground and
7.000ft. This creates o *design boundary’.

st Midiands
Airport

Caonstraints

Consider the airspace around us to identify constraints
within the design boundary.

o Design principles
Using our design principles and supporing Concept of
Operations (COMNOPS), consider what we wont fo
achieve,

Phase one feedback — general themes

o Design envelo; Feedback

This process created o set of desig .
areas where we could ploce rout Rasgits
arrivals,

The alternative departure envelopes do not appear to
present the mos! efficient means of delivering respite.

Community Manaoging noise impacts on communities cdlose to the
noise impacts  oirport is a key concern. Many stokeholders asked us
to avoid overflying specific villoges, towns and cities.

Community Routes should be placed in areas where they couse the
noize impacts  minimum noise disturbance o communities.

Community Consideration should be given to varying the initiol

noise impacts  departure 1o minimise noise impoct on communities
that are porticularly close to the airport e.g. through
tighter tums,

Community
noise impacts

Consider steeper climb grodients
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Response

The olternative departure envelopes have been removed. New envelopes have
been created and some envelopes have been extended fo create further
opporiunities to create respite. Design principle link, Sharing the Lood,

Options have been induded in each envelope that seek o avoid direct overdlight

of areos of population, including those specifically mentioned, wherever
possible. Design principle link, Limiting Disturbance.

al areas, for

Options have been induded that aim to follow non resid
example by following the path of major road netwarks, where possible. Design
prnciple link, Responsive Flight Paths

oplions hin them. In addition, s
nunities thot are particularly

k,

with an offset to potentially provide respite to
close to the runway centreline, Design principle Limiting Disturbance

We know from engagement with our airines that a 6% climb gradient is suitable
for the fleet of aircraft in operation at EMA, which is consistent with our
technology design pnnciple which outlines our commitment to support
technology that is widely available. However, 6% will be a minimum and i is

likely that our designs will allow those aircraft that can dimb mare quickly to do

The first section of the presentation recapped the
Stage 2 requirements, phase one design process
and explained stakeholder feedback from phase
one engagement and how we had responded to it.

Overall, most stakeholders who responded to the
feedback form could see how feedback from the
first phase of engagement had influenced the next
stage of design.

Of the stakeholders that answered either no or
don’t know to the question regarding how the
phase one feedback was considered, most were
unsure as they had not attended phase one
engagement (note — phase one materials had been
provided to attendees in advance).



Phase two design process

The phase 2 design process

2nt

t takeholder
feedbock

The staged approach to refining our options

Options that do not meet PANS OPS
8168 (the rules for designing instrument

hand d

UNVIABLE

Phase 2

L 4

Options that would not meet one or more
of the three design principles with which
roules ‘'must’ comply (Keeping the Skies

PP

For example, this could be due fo:

*  The posifion of the first furn ar the furn

radius

* Mot meefing obstacle dearance

requirement ts

o s mio g

recommendad maxim

Unviable options will be ¢
Bz e e
e g g
Principles Evaluation.
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procedures) or
have a justifiable safety case.

Sale, A Joined-up Approach, Meeting
Demand)
*  This will exclude any options that conflict
with our identified safety constraints, or
complex airspace.

+  Aliemnafivaly it may exclude options that do

Engagement

( VIABLE AND GOOD FIT\

Options that would be expeded to meet
the three design principles with which
routes ‘musl’ comply (Keeping the Skies
Safe, A Joined-up Approach, Meeting
Demand)

¢ These are the subject of our discussion

today

not comply with policies such as the UK
e B Mo bimm

Creating departure options

The foundation for the options is the design envelope we shared with you
at phase one

clope contains an existing route, this has been replicated
passible to Performance Based Mavigation {PBN| standards. This
is cur “do minimum’ option. Shown on our illustration here in red.

Whers

Additional options have been crected that could provide @ benefit which
aligns with ane or more of the design principles.

The examples show options tht:

1. Do minimum

2. Route
Dristur

duce the number of people overlown (Limiting
ance, or

3. Provide o more direct routing 1o reduce fuel bum (Limiting our
Footprint), or

itive sites overflown (Moise Sensitive

gn envelope did not confain an existing route, a new set of
raute aptions were developed using the same concept

Runway

Next we explained the process we had followed to
create the route options.

Almost all stakeholders felt the process we had
followed was clear and logical.

The stakeholders who felt it was unclear gave their
reason as either being unsure why the alternative
envelopes had been discounted (although they were
supportive of this change) or found the concept
complex.

On the whole, stakeholders could see how the
design principles had been applied however a small
number of stakeholders were keen to see the
detailed evaluation of this.



Proposed route options
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we should consider to the Runway 27

route options shown?
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M Yes

Are there any improvements you think
we should consider to the Runway 09

No

31

11

route options shown?

The final part of the session outlined the route options.
These were presented by runway end with the selection of
options being described by individual envelope.

In the sessions themselves, most comments at this point
focussed on requests for further information (e.g. how
many routes would be taken forward, how many flights
would use each route). It was explained that this
information is not available at this stage of the process.

The majority of stakeholders who responded to the
feedback survey did not suggest improvements for
consideration. Those that did largely fell into two
categories, the first gave very detailed feedback on
specific routes (largely parish councils and community
groups). These respondents on the whole focused solely
on the position of routes that would pass close to them.
The second focused on the more general topics that were
discussed in the engagement events such as efficiency
and noise.

Just trying fo understand whether certain routes would be expected fo be
used frequently or rarely - clearly, if a certain route would only be used a
couple of times a day, higher levels of community noise might not be
vnacceptable.”

Elected representative
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Background and phase

one recap

Arrivals — phase one design process recap
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CDA possible fo bf Phase one feedback — general themes

Feedback

Creafing routes that could provide options for respite
for areas that are overflown is important as a means
of minimising local noise impacts.

Managing noise impacts on communities close to the
airport is a key concern. Many stakeholders asked us
to avoid overflying specific villages, towns and cities.

Routes should be placed in areas where they cause
the minimum noise disturbance to communities.

Consider steeper approaches for arrival routes.

Consideration should be given to new/ proposed
housing development within Local Plans.

Action

For arrivals, we have created a range of options within the design envelope. In addition, we
have created options that provide different joining points onto final approach which could
create a level of noise relief. ATC vectoring onto final approach will also provide some
respite. Design principle link, Sharing the Load.

Options have been included in each envelope that seek to avoid direct overflight of specific
areas of population, wherever possible. Design principle link, Limiting Disturbance.

The CAP1616 process requires us to consider routes that respond to all design principles,
not just noise. However, options have been included that aim to follow non residential
areas, for example by following the path of major road networks, where possible. Design
principle link, Responsive Flight Paths and Sharing the Load.

Stakeholders asked us to consider steeper descent gradients. There is a trade off between
descent gradient and noise, so in line with our design principles Limiting our Footprint and
Limiting Disturbance we have designed CDAs from 7,000 feet at a gradient that minimises
both noise and fuel burn. However for the final approach, landings in poor weather require
the ILS to be calibrated at a fixed gradient in line with UK and international regulations.

Design principle link, Keeping the Skies Safe.

The CAP1616 process requires us to consider local plans. All known committed local plan
allocations and large sites with planning consent will be included as part of the overflight
analysis that will form part of the Initial Options Appraisal (IOA). Design principle link,
Limiting Disturbance.

Airport

The first section of the arrivals presentation was to
recap the Stage 2 process, phase one design
process and explain stakeholder feedback from
phase one and how we had responded to it.

Again, the majority of stakeholders could see how
feedback from the first phase of engagement had
influenced the next stage of design.

Those that answered no or don’t know to the
question relating to how the phase one feedback
had been considered, gave similar reasons to
those relating to departures.

One stakeholder felt their phase one feedback
had not been taken on board. This related
specifically to the concept of curved approaches.

It was explained in the presentation and the
sessions and Q&A document that this concept had
been considered but determined to be viable but
poor fit which was why it didn't feature in the route
options presented.



Phase two design process

The staged approach to refining our options
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PANS-OPS 8168 (Procedures for Air Navigation Services —

Aircraft Operations) sets out criteria such as when an aircraft

can turn onto final approach, how tightly and at what speed.

Applying these rules creates a hatched area within which it is

not viable to design an arrival procedure. This is defined by a

combination of the turn radius, speed and the minimum height
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The viable design envelope

The blue areas are where we can put the start
of our arrival routes, this will be at 7,000
feet.

The lighter blue areas show where a CDA
could start to one runway end.

The darker blue area of overlap demonstrates
where we can be assured an optimal CDA to
both runway ends can start.

| T\ Eringtor, o

o st A - WEDA area for
| Runway 27

N al_ Pt Market Harborough
t X n

East Midlands Airport Future Airport - Stage 2, Develop and Assess

23

« 89% of responses confirmed
stakeholders understood how the route
options have been developed.

* Some stakeholders questioned the need
for a Continuous Descent Approach.

« Others highlighted the use of controlled
airspace to the east and viability of
placing arrival routes within this area.

* Again, a number of stakeholders
gueried how communities impacted by
both operations (arrivals and
departures) would be taken into
account.

“It is environmentally unacceptable to accept the geometry of
the proposed CDA starting points given the additional track
miles that this creates when more imaginative reconfiguration
of airspace could provide significant optimization”

Aviation stakeholder



Proposed route options
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route options shown?

“The CDA envelopes for arrivals are contained within the
current airspace. Consequently your common stfarting point
on the southern outskirts of Leicester seems very
constraining. Many of our arrivals only come in from the
south because there is no airspace fo the east. is there no
scope for optimising arrivals more directly from the east
where population infensity is also much lower”

Aviation stakeholder

Any new departure routfes on runway 09 should avoid this
approach fo runway 27 to give respite. Moving the
approach slightly north fo come in at a slight angle could be

explored?”
Elected Representative

As long as the controlled airspace requirements do not expand further fo the
Fast, as detailed in the briet. then | have no real concerns. However, if it
franspires, as a result of commercial pressure, that a long straight in'to Rwy 27
was being advocated, we will object strongly as this would have a markedly
detrimental effect on GA with the inevitable encroachment into Class G airspace
and the consequential squeeze’ on GA and hence risk fo flight safety”

Aviation stakeholder

“ believe that the most direct routes, being the most fuel efficient should be
used. You have produced several options that are both direct and reduce the
amount of disturbance through noise over less densely populated areas. these
should be used for the majority of journeys with utilisation of other routes for
short periods of time fo provide respite.”

Elected representative




Alignment with the design principles
“See answers to other questions - more could be done
fo share the load”
Elected representative

« Stakeholders were asked to what extent the route
options aligned with the design principles. The

“Satistactory alignment other than as previously nofed
with regard to Training Flights.”

majority of those that answered this question felt Flected representative
they aligned well or satisfactorily.
¢ Those that answered no made comments about “Sharing the Load - This cannot be assessed until the

routes and traffic volumes are defined. We hope that
every route selected will have a respite alternative.”
Elected representatives

specific route options that did not meet their
interpretation of one or more of the design
principles (usually sharing the load or limiting

disturbance).
e Some stakeholders felt that more detail would be At this sfage_’ CO/?S/O/el’Of/.O/?- is being given fo area overf/o.v.vn, but more weight
should be given to alleviating problems for the communities that are closest

reqU|reo| in order fo assess the extent fo which the where the impacts are greatest. | understand that this noise analysis will be
design principles were being met. done at the next stage and when the data is available the greater impact on
some communities should be given most weight in designing options.”

"As always, different routes align to different extents and Elected representative

offer trade-offs between DPs. There was clear

articulation of how the DPs have been used to shape the

route designs and how the criteria are being applied.” “/ believe that you have complied with your design
Aviation stakeholder principles in designing the routes for evaluation. /

would like to see a more detailed analysis of
compliance fo your principles later on.”

MAG
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General Feedback

¢

On the whole, stakeholders were keen to be
involved and understood the purpose and potential
benefits of the wider programme and our part in it.

Stakeholders understood the background and the
design process information presented.

Many stakeholders were eager for more granular
detail such as likely noise levels and route usage. It
was explained that this not available at this stage.

Noise and respite continued to dominate the
discussions.

There remains frustration that key concerns such as
training flights are not within the scope of airspace
change. It was explained in the session and in pre
read material, that these are covered in the Noise
Action Plan

MAG
East Midlands
irport

“l thought the sessions
and information provided
were excellent...”

Elected representative

“Extremely thorough route
options”
Elected representative

“Routes and their
explanations were clear.”
Aviation stakeholder

“Thank you for the
presentation - that was
very clear.”

Elected representative

“Well presented and good
inferactive discussion”
Elected representative




Headlines

¢

Many stakeholders wanted to discuss arrivals from the
east and the uncontrolled airspace.

Interest was shown in the climb and descent gradients,
and stakeholders wanted to know more about how
design principles will be weighted.

There is some frustration around key concerns being out
of scope (training flights, night noise, cargo)

Some stakeholders are interested in the evaluation
criteria that will be used.

There is some support shown for the ‘Do Minimum’ route
options that were presented.

Elected representatives and community groups stressed
the importance of new housing developments and
providing respite for communities close to the airport.
Stakeholders are keen to hear more detail surrounding
the operation of these new route options in the future
which included comments on route usage percentages,
the number of routes to be implemented in each
envelope and the scope to increase 09 usage.

MAG
East Midlands
irport

Aviation stakeholder

“Communities closest fo the airport will
sutfer most from all departures before
aircraft routes spread depending on
destination. It therefore seems right fo
optimise offset’ departures as much as
possible in line with safety and regulation
fo give those communities least harm”

Community group

“If we are proposing some
ambitious changes to departure
routings then why are we noft frying

fo replicate similar efficiency with the
arrivals”

“Rural communities suffer most from air
traffic noise because of the lack of
ambient noise. Routing over these
communities, especially now that
approach and departure routes will be
much more consistent, will be much
more disturbing to human sleep patterns
and the well-being of livestock.”
Elected representative

18
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