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evolution of the routes. In particular, explaining the routes will transition from ATC determined 
vectoring to following set approaches/departures via performance based navigation from/to 
holding stacks or waypoints. 

Section 2 of this appraisal set out the thinking behind the development of routes from swathes 
presented in the earlier gateway. There were broadly four steps taken to help reduce the 
complexity. Individual routes were identified based upon considerations around (a) route 
length (b) instrument flight procedures (c) spatial analysis of population data (GoldSET) (d) 
airspace usage by neighbouring airports and the wider network.  

16 full airport system scenarios were then built from combining different arrival/departure route 
options for both runways. The options were broadly grouped into scenarios which maintained 
a three route structure going northbound via GRICE, westbound via GOSAM and southbound 
via TALLA, and a group of options which added another departure route. 

The final options for section 3 of the appraisal were then parsed through visual comparison 
with baseline noise contours, route length, overflight and GoldSET suitability scores. For 
example, as part of the iteration, the do minimal route option was explored and ruled out to 
ensure alignment with the airspace modernisation strategy, better integration with the airspace 
network and prioritising safety and efficiency through only using vectoring when necessary as 
well as reduce noise over populated areas. 

Three full airport system options were taken forward to the Full Options Appraisal (FOA) stage 
of the Edinburgh Airport Airspace Change Programme. These were Scenario 1B and 
1C(option 1), scenario 3B and 1C (option 2) and scenario 2A and 2C (option 3).  

• Option 1 would use a north/eastbound route from runway 24 to avoid densely populated 
areas and a southbound route from runway 24 to align with existing flight paths. 

• Option 2 is option 1 but would use an alternative north/eastbound route from runway 24 
with a later turn to reflect concerns raised during consultation. 

• Option 3 would use an alternative north/eastbound route from runway 24, southbound 
route from runway 24 and a westbound route from runway 06 and selected as a 
sufficiently different option from options 1 and 2 to permit appraisal. 

Annex C shows how the various technical and local design considerations used in the 
development of individual flight routes map to the design principles established in Stage 1. 
Each design principle was addressed as to how they would be covered in section 2 and 
further considerations and data sources used. 
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- A more detailed 
assessment of the 
impacts on safety, if 
completed by the 
change sponsor 

- A quantified and 
monetised 
environmental 
assessment, 
including all direct 
and consequential 
impacts 

[CAP 1616f: para 4.14] 

been addressed. 

Costs and Benefits Quantified 
The airspace change proposal was broadly consistent with the one submitted by 
Glasgow’s FASI-N Airspace Change Proposal. As a result, the following key impacts were 
quantified 

1. Noise Impacts 

Noise contours (e.g. 54 dB LAeq,16hr). Number of people within each noise 
contour band and number of people newly overflown or experiencing changes in 
noise levels. Health impacts such as people affected by noise and people with 
sleep disturbance. 

2. Environmental Impacts. 

This included fuel burn using ICAO methodology, CO2 emissions and route 
efficiencies using total distance and altitude profiles. 

3. Overflight Impacts 

This included number of people overflown at various altitudes, distribution of 
impacts, overflight of sensitive sites and areas of natural beauty. 

Section 3 and Section 4 then set out costs and benefits not quantified. Some impacts were 
not assessed because there would be no change across all the options including the 
baseline. This included military airspace access, runway usage and levels of traffic. The 
sponsor was recommended not to categorise these impacts as quantified where no 
assessment was undertaken. 

Costs and Benefits not Quantified or Monetised 
An improvement in resilience and reduction in delays, training costs and deployment costs 
were not quantified but could be substantiated better through evidence gathered through 
consultation. The sponsor makes general assertions in some areas without supporting 
evidence from stakeholders e.g. training costs, although it is accepted that some future 
costs will be harder to estimate at this stage of the proposal  

The appraisal monetised environmental impacts (e.g. air pollution and noise impacts), fuel 
burn and CO2 emissions. However, impacts on local air quality were not quantified as air 
quality management areas were not affected. 

The consequential impacts of General Aviation were not assessed in this appraisal. The 
sponsor attributed this to general aviation movements being difficult to predict and beyond 
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The sponsor has treated safety as a strategic impact. 
Any possible route which didn’t meet safety standards 
was excluded from the appraisal. Similar strategic 
considerations were applied in relation to reducing 
conflict with neighbouring airports and network airspace. 
The sponsor has also effectively assessed airspace 
complexity through considerations in relation to controller 
workload and route interactions and used this to focus on 
more predictable routes which require fewer changes 
and less coordination. 
 
The sponsor has looked at resilience strategically 
although the appraisal focused on a qualitative 
assessment against the baseline. Each of the options 
has been considered for efficient traffic flow, flexibility 
during disruptions and the reduced reliance upon 
vectoring. Preferential routes were then ones which 
allowed aircraft to smoothly transition into upper 
airspace.  
 
The impacts from reduced network delays and improved 
resilience have not been quantified. The sponsor 
indicated that the  introduction of new routes over the 
Firth of Forth for traffic will send out flights to the east 
and southeast directly over the North Sea, avoiding a 
bottle neck from southbound routes. But the sponsor has 
not been able to quantify this benefit beyond confidence 
that it will reduce the pre-departure delays. 
 
Community considerations have also been assessed 
qualitatively. Overflights have not been monetised or 
used to determine adverse noise effects.  Noise contours 
and overflights were modelled quantitatively. However, 
the appraisal took care to take account of feedback from 
engagement to date and the routes avoided previously 
controversial areas. 
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justified the reasons to progress this design option? effects, lower CO2 emissions and fuel savings for 
airlines. Option 1 also had a slight NPV in key criteria to 
Option 3 and aligned more closely with Government 
guidance on reducing adverse noise effects below 4000ft 
and stakeholder priorities. Section 3.3.4.3 also indicates 
it is possible the methodology can overestimate the 
benefit of one route over another and so level off 
restrictions were incorporated in all scenarios and 
procedural SIDs were used as a proxy.  
This conclusion must be qualified where it was not based 
on the most up to date data. Option 1 flies over 2000 less 
people during the day and 5000 less people during the 
night. However, It is unclear if the population data is 
using the most up-to-date population data for those areas 
to confirm this. Similarly, the data to model dispersion of 
flights was modelled on 2023 flight data. Short of redoing 
the appraisal using updated data and tweaked 
assumptions, sensitivity testing can help to provide 
reassurance that option 1 remains preferable to option 3. 
Sponsor should be transparent in presenting why option 
3 was excluded from being taken forward for consultation 
consistent with how the cluster was assessed. This 
would include factors affecting the NPV and accounting 
for impacts that have not been quantified yet or 
qualitative factors at an early stage such as safety factors 
and capacity/resilience (network delay). For example, the 
sponsor has indicated flights departures heading 
eastwards would reduce the risk of congestion with 
southbound flights, but whether the impact would be the 
same for both option 3 and option 1 is left unaddressed 
in section 5 beyond a preliminary assumption in Section 
4 that there is no difference between Option 1, Option 2 
and Option 3 with respect to capacity and resilience. 
This is likely to matter at consultation stage as some 
local areas would have benefitted from the change in 
dispersion of flights.  Option 3 shows more positive 
impacts at higher noise contour levels in areas 
designated for tranquillity and avoids overflying 








